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The purpose of this study was to investigate the specific experiences and program characteristics 
that students, faculty, and staff experience in the living-learning communities.  This paper 
summarizes the findings of a program evaluation inclusive of a survey and interview protocol on 
the student, faculty, and staff experiences in living-learning communities (LLCs) at a large, 
public university in the southeast.  The study employed a mixed methods design including a 
student survey and faculty/staff interviews.  Data shows LLC students value the living-learning 
community experience and have positive experiences with the LLC academic and social climate 
and believe their peers support the diverse identities of one another.  LLC faculty, staff, and 
students have disparate perspectives on LLC mentoring opportunities; most LLC students do not 
report receiving mentoring from LLC faculty and staff, and most LLC faculty and staff did not 
have the opportunity to provide robust mentoring for their students.  Students involved in Peer-
Assisted Student Support (PASS) had significantly different positive academic experiences than 
their peers, while students who work have slightly less engagement with LLC academic 
experiences.  The findings suggest UNF LLC administrators implement structures to support 
faculty and staff mentoring and continued dialogue regarding how the LLC experience mitigates 





 The University of North Florida’s (UNF) administration is committed to improving the 
retention and graduation rates of undergraduate students.  One of the main strategies utilized to 
support student success at UNF is the living-learning community (LLC).  LLCs are a practice in 
which students live in a residence hall together while taking classes with one another.  The most 
effective LLCs include several best practices as outlined in the LLC Best Practices Model 
(Inkelas, Jessup-Anger, Benjamin, & Wawrzynski, 2018).  These practices include clear goals 
and objectives, collaboration between academic affairs and residence life, adequate provision of 
resources, credit-bearing courses, faculty advising, academically and socially supportive 
elements, community and career involvement, and intentional integration.   
 The University of North Florida was home to eight LLCs in the 2018-2019 academic year 
and 12 LLCs in the 2019-2020 academic year.  Nine of the LLCs include credit-bearing courses, 
and most of the LLCs include several of the best practices as outlined in the Best Practices 
Model.  Recent programmatic assessment indicates students in non-Honors LLCs in their first 
fall on campus have a 37.5% higher chance of being retained than students who do not live in 
on-campus housing.  Overall, the LLCs at UNF are effective in supporting students’ GPAs, 
retention, and persistence to graduation (Kulp, 2019). 
 Even though preliminary outcomes are promising, there has been little assessment of 
student, faculty, and staff perceptions of LLC operations and quality.  UNF has some limited 
data from the institution’s annual National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE) and EBI 
Benchworks assessments to suggest positive findings regarding first-year students’ sense of 
belonging and other markers for a positive organizational identification with UNF.  None of 
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these assessments, however, investigate the lived experience of students in the LLC, nor do the 
assessments account for the perceptions faculty and staff regarding their experience. 
Problem Statement 
 Living-learning communities (LLCs) represent one High Impact Practice (HIP) in which 
students live and learn together in themed/focused learning communities.  LLCs are based on 
Tinto’s (1993) model of student retention and focus on enhancing student commitment and 
integration.  LLCs are purported to facilitate student retention and improved academic 
performance, however, there is a paucity of research on LLCs in general, and virtually no 
research on students’ perceptions of their experiences in LLCs.  Given the aforementioned 
premises, the purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of students regarding the 
quality and operation of an LLC Program in a single, large public university.  There is also 
limited research on faculty and staff perceptions of their lived experiences working with LLCs.  
As a result, a secondary purpose of the study was to investigate perceptions of faculty and staff 
regarding the quality and operation of the LLC program at the same institution. 
Research Questions 
 The following questions guided the process: 
1. To what extent do students believe the LLC program goals were met? 
2. To what extent do students perceive the Academic and Residential Units collaborate in 
planning and implementing LLCs?  
3. To what extent do students believe the LLC was a valuable learning experience? 
4. How do students perceive faculty advising in the LLC? 
5. To what extent do students believe LLCs provide academic support?  
6. To what extent do students believe LLCs provide social support? 
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7. What co-curricular experiences do students experience in the LLC? 
8. To what extent do students find their LLC co-curricular experiences valuable? 
9. What are the differences, if any, in student responses to research questions one through 
eight based on a selected list of demographic/attribute variables? 
10. What are the differences, if any in faculty/staff and student perceptions regarding an LLC 
elements and operations?  
Operational Definitions 
The following variables were operationally defined for use in this study: 
LLC Objectives: Student perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment, as measured by student 
responses to Questions 1 in Part A of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Collaboration: Student perceptions of UNF faculty and staff collaboration, as measured by 
student responses to Questions 1 in Part B of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Structure: Student perceptions of LLC structure, as measured by student responses to 
Questions 1 and 3 in Part C of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Value: Student perceptions of LLC value, as measured by student responses to Question 2 
in Part C of the Student Self-Report Survey 
LLC Mentoring: Student perceptions of LLC faculty and staff mentoring, as measured by 
student responses to Questions 1-4 in Part D of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Academic Support: Student perceptions of LLC academic support, as measured by 
student responses to Questions 1 in Part E of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Social Support: Student perceptions of LLC social support, as measured by student 
responses to Questions 1 in Part F of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
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LLC Co-Curricular Involvement:  Student participation in LLC co-curricular experiences, as 
measured by student responses to Questions 1 in Part G of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Co-Curricular Experiences: Student perceptions of LLC co-curricular experiences, as 
measured by student responses to Question 2 of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Participation: The specific LLC(s) in which a student participated, as measured by student 
responses to Question 1 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
LLC Participation Year: The year(s) in which a student participated in LLC(s), as measured by 
student responses to Question 2 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Academic Support Services Attendance: Attendance at Tutoring, Supplemental Instruction 
(SI), and/or Peer-Assisted Academic Support (PASS), as measured by student responses to 
Question 3 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Sex: Student sex, as measured by student responses to Question 4 in Part H of the Student Self-
Report Survey. 
Gender: Student gender, as measured by student responses to Question 5 in Part H of the 
Student Self-Report Survey. 
Race: Student race, as measured by student responses to Question 6 in Part H of the Student Self-
Report Survey. 
First Generation Enrollment: The student’s status as a first generation college student, as 
measured by student responses to Question 7 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Region/Hometown: Student’s hometown, as measured by student responses to Question 8 in 
Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Employment Status: Student’s employment status, as measured by student responses to 
Question 9 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
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Work Location: The location, on or off campus, of a student’s employment, as measured by 
student responses to Question 10 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Work Hours: The number of hours a student works, as measured by student responses to 
Question 11 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Household Income: A student’s annual family income, as measured by student responses to 
Question 12 in Part H of the Student Self-Report Survey. 
Significance of the Problem 
 The retention rates of first year students at the University of North Florida are lower than 
rates at nearly all other public institutions in Florida; retention rates are associated with 
institutional funding.  The Florida Board of Governors’ Performance Funding Model (2017) 
evaluates Florida state colleges and universities on ten metrics:  
1. Percent of bachelor’s graduates employed (earning $25,000 or more) or continuing their 
education. 
2. Median wages of bachelor’s graduates employed full-time. 
3. Average cost to the student (net tuition per 120 credit hours). 
4. Four year graduation rate (Full-time FTIC). 
5. Academic progress rate (2nd year retention with GPA above 2.0). 
6. Bachelor’s degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis. 
7. University access rate (percent of undergraduates with a Pell-grant). 
8. Graduate degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis. 
9. Board of Governors choice—percent of bachelor’s degrees without excess hours. 
10. Board of Trustees choice. 
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 Since the existence of the performance-based funding model, the University of North 
Florida has failed to earn any points for academic progress rates.  As a result, top administrators 
led the charge to implement several high-impact practices to support the retention of first-year 
students.  The administration has emphasized enrollment into living-learning communities 
(LLCs).  In the 2018-2019 academic year, 231 students participated in LLCs.  In the 2019-2020 
academic year, over 400 students enrolled in LLCs.   
 In the spring of 2019, professional staff in the Department of Housing and Residence Life 
partnered with the University of North Florida’s Office of Assessment to conduct a short-term 
research study on the retention and graduation rates of students who participate in LLCs.  The 
results show a significant positive correlation between participation in an LLC, retention rates, 
and graduation rates (Kulp, 2019).  The key findings include: 
• LLC students earn GPAs at 0.25 points higher than their non-LLC peers. 
• The average GPA of the highest-earning LLC is 3.49 for Honors LEAD. 
• LLC students complete credit hours at a 5% higher rate than non-LLC peers. 
• The Honors LEAD LLC students complete their credit hours at a rate of 95%. 
• LLC students retain and persist at a statistically significant higher rate compared to all 
other students. 
 The findings from Kulp’s (2019) study provide evidence that UNF LLCs are positively 
correlated with students’ academic success, retention from first to second year, and graduation 
rates.  The challenge, however, is there is limited information on the specific qualities, factors, 
and experiences within the LLCs.  Prior to fall 2019, LLCs provided a variety of experiences 
with little consistency.  Faculty and staff interested in developing an LLC received a document 
titled, “Starting an LLC” (see Appendix A).  The Associate Director of Housing and Residence 
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Life met with interested faculty and staff over the course of the year to develop the LLC.  The 
development of the LLC included the creation of an LLC mission, learning outcomes, and goals; 
the establishment of an LLC Advisory Council made of faculty and staff to guide the LLC; 
determining program admission criteria for students and an admissions process; establishing 
LLC program expectations; developing a curriculum and co-curriculum, perhaps inclusive of a 
credit-bearing course; building a team of peer leaders; and creating an LLC program budget.  
Since 2016, the Department of Housing and Residence Life has included thematic communities.  
Thematic communities include most of the elements of an LLC, except for the inclusion of a 
credit-bearing course. 
 While the startup document and related meetings lent themselves to the development of 
strong LLCs and partnerships, the process did not establish a consistent and thorough plan for 
assessment of student, faculty, and staff experiences once the LLCs launched.  LLC assessment 
efforts were minimal.  In the fall, the Department of Housing and Residence Life sends a student 
satisfaction survey to all residents; students can indicate if they are in an LLC, and departmental 
staff can compare that information across a variety of factors, such as reported sense of 
belonging and satisfaction with residential facilities.  In the spring, the department funds the 
distribution of the Skyfactor residence life survey.  The survey (UNF Skyfactor/Benchworks 
Survey, 2018) provides much of the same information as the fall, homegrown satisfaction survey 
with the added benefit of comparing the University of North Florida’s data with six selected 
institutions and the Carnegie classification group in which the university exists. Finally, LLC 
students receive a short survey at the end of their year inquiring about their successes and 
challenges.  Collectively, the assessments do not provide the breadth and depth of data needed to 
fully evaluate the LLC initiative. 
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As the program grows, faculty and staff charged with leading and partnering with LLCs 
must consider students’ experiences within the LLCs in order to continually improve the 
program.  A subset of LLC faculty and staff conduct their own assessments to compare LLC 
enrollment with student attendance at tutoring sessions, advising appointments, and other 
academic support programs.  Altogether, administrators, faculty, and staff have some data to 
show what students are doing, but none of the data provide information on what students, 
faculty, and staff are experiencing throughout the course of the year in the LLC. 
Delimitations 
 This study is limited to students, faculty, and staff at the University of North Florida who 
participated in LLCs, starting with the class entering in fall 2015 through spring 2019.  The study 
















REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 The literature review takes a funnel approach.  The review begins with an overview of the 
retention of college students as a social justice issue. The next section reviews the literature on 
High-Impact Practices (HIPs), institutional practices that are most associated with improving 
college student academic success, retention, and persistence.  Specific HIPs affect first-year 
students more powerfully than other college students, and the next section provides a detailed 
review of living-learning communities (LLCs) as HIPs for first-year students.  The final section 
of the literature review includes information on best practices in LLCs.  The Best Practices 
Model for LLCs (Inkelas et al, 2018) forms the basis for the study methodology, and as a result, 
the literature review provides a detailed overview of the model. 
Retention and Academic Success 
The retention and academic success of college students is one of the biggest social justice 
issues of modern time.  Millions of college students have a goal to enroll in an institution and 
stay until graduation.  In 2015, analysts predicted that 2.3 million students would matriculate in 
college.  However, by the end of the first academic year, over 22% of those students would leave 
college and not return.  Nationally, only 62% of the students that start a degree program end up 
earning a degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2020).  
Two definitions of retention exist: the first is the retention of a first-year student to their 
second year, and the second is the retention of a first-year student all the way through graduation 
(Hagedorn, 2005).  Higher education researchers and administrators generally accept the first 
definition, and that is the definition I will use for the purposes of the study. Multiple definitions 
of academic success exist (York, Gibson, and Rankin, 2015), but scholars generally define 
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academic success as grade point average, career development, skill development, satisfaction, 
and achievement of learning outcomes.  
 Retention follows a variety of other generally accepted paths: elite, private colleges and 
research-one doctoral institutions have higher retention rates; the higher the perceived or actual 
quality of the institution, the higher the retention rate.  Institutions entrenched in the history of 
the United States have higher retention rates; and finally, institutions with primarily traditional-
aged college students have higher retention rates (Bean, 2001). 
 Students leave institutions of higher education (IHE) for a variety of reasons: lack of fit 
with the institution, academic difficulty, issues adjusting to the demands of academic and social 
life in college, financial problems, and a lack of connection to student organizations or other 
forms of student involvement (Tinto, 2001).  Students may also have personal reasons, such as 
family illnesses or employment concerns that lead them to leave an institution (Butler, 2011).  
Other students may have preferred a different institutional originally and choose to transfer, 
while others leave due to issues affecting their health and wellbeing, and some students just do 
not enjoy their experience (Butler, 2011).  Many students are not prepared to independently 
study and manage the other forms of independence they experience in college, and, as a 
consequence, go home due to the stress of the adjustment (Christie, Barron, & D’Annuzio-
Green, 2013). 
 Researchers for the ACT conducted a study focused on understanding the psychosocial 
factors that potentially predict first-to-second year college retention beyond standard variables 
(King & Ndum, 2017).  The ACT is one of the primary tests high school students take to enter 
college.  For the study, King & Ndum used data from the ACT Engage College assessment and 
evaluated a random sample of 9.364 students from 31 institutions.  One set of independent 
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variables included standard predictors of retention: demographic information, high school GPA, 
ACT score, race, gender, and family income.  The other set of independent variables include ten 
psychosocial factors, such as social connectedness.  The dependent variables were whether the 
student was retained, transferred to another institution, or dropped out of college.  Three 
psychosocial factors were most likely to predict retention: academic discipline, commitment to 
college, and social connection.  As will be discussed later, a student’s connection to faculty, 
staff, and students as well as commitment to college as a primary goal is a key goal of retention 
initiatives. 
 The first year of college is particularly critical for students from underrepresented 
backgrounds, such as African American and low-income students.  Retention of diverse students 
helps to dismantle a cycle of poverty and underrepresentation in the workforce.  Over the course 
of their lifetime, African Americans earn 65% of what white individuals earn over the course of 
their lifetime, but this statistic shifts dramatically for African Americans earning a bachelor’s 
degree, to 95% (Carter, 2006; Lorenz, 2018). 
 Underrepresented students, however, are the most likely to leave an institution.  
Generally, students of color who enroll at predominantly white institutions are much more likely 
to leave, and as a result, those same institutions have overall lower retention rates (Bean, 2001).  
One must not make the mistake, though, of placing the blame on the students; administrators 
must, rather, consider whether they are providing the resources necessary for students of color to 
succeed.  
Student Involvement and Engagement 
 Researchers have identified several factors which contribute to the retention or departure 
of college students.  One of the most critical factors is student engagement and involvement.  If a 
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student is involved in and out of class, they are much more likely to be retained and succeed 
academically (Pascarella & Terrenzini, 2005).  This section will review the engagement activities 
related to retention. 
 Astin’s (1984) model of student involvement has long-been touted as the pinnacle 
definition of how student involvement affects a student’s collegiate experience.  He defines 
involvement as the physical and psychological energy a student dedicates to their time at college.  
The involvement can happen in or out of class.  Astin’s model of student involvement is based 
on five principles: involvement includes physical and psychological factors; student involvement 
occurs along a continuum; involvement is quantitative and qualitative; the amount of learning 
and development a student achieves is directly related to the quantity and quality of their 
involvement in and out of class; and “the effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is 
directly related to the capacity of that policy or practice to increase student involvement” (p 519).  
 In 1993, Astin expanded upon his model of student involvement with the creation of the 
College Impact Model.  Astin proposed a three stage cycle to describe how college affects 
students: inputs, environment, and outcomes.  The inputs are the characteristics, identities, 
backgrounds, experiences, and perspectives of a student prior to their college entry.  The 
environment is the collegiate experience and is inclusive of all things that happen to and around 
the student.  The outcomes are the effects the environment has on the student.  In his 1984 
model, Astin proposed that a policy was only effective in its ability to increase the quantity and 
quality of a student’s involvement.  Astin’s College Impact Model, commonly referred to as the 
I-E-O model, is a simplified model to show how a student’s prior experiences shape their 




 In recent decades, student affairs professionals have shifted away from the use of the 
word involvement and focused more on engagement, a term that seems to more seamlessly 
define the degree to which a student gets involved in a variety of ways on a college campus.  The 
staff at the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) at the University of Indiana 
launched the NSSE survey in 2000, and at present, the NSSE measures engagement indicators 
amongst first year and graduating seniors at over 16,00 four-year colleges in the US and Canada.  
Numerous researchers have vetted the survey for reliability and validity, and many public and 
private institutions utilize the survey to understand how their students do or do not engage on 
campus.   
High-Impact Practices 
 The most recent NSSE annual report (2018) includes the most recent national study of 
student enrollment in high-impact practices (HIPs).  HIPs are activities that are most closely 
associated with predicting and/or relating to high retention and academic success and include 
service-learning, learning communities, research with faculty, internship or field experiences, 
study abroad, and capstone/culminating senior experiences.  According to the NSSE report, fifty-
nine percent of first-year students at surveyed institutions report participating in at least one 
high-impact practice.  Students who participate in these high impact practices are much more 
likely to have better retention outcomes than their uninvolved peers. 
 One specific HIP related to retention is enrollment in a first-year seminar.  First-year 
seminars are typically small courses of 20 or less students, and IHEs recruit well-regarded 
faculty and staff who are known for their ability to connect with students to teach these courses.  
Turner & Thompson (2014) conducted qualitative interviews with 30 students enrolled in or 
previously enrolled in Turner’s class.  The researchers sought to understand the challenges and 
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positive influences that hindered or helped students transition to college.  The participants shared 
four key themes that affected their transitions to college: positive freshmen activities and events, 
such as learning communities and student organizations; learning effective study skills; the 
importance of supportive instructor-student relationships, and the availability of effective and 
relational academic advising and other support services.  While the study does not involve 
random selection and is limited to one institution, the findings echo those discussed earlier. 
 Eric Jamelske, an Economics professor at the University of Wisconsin, Eau Claire has 
taught first year seminars for several years and conducted research on retention in higher 
education.  Jamelske (2009) conducted a study to understand whether the $237,000 his 
Midwestern institution spent on its first-year experience (FYE) program was having positive 
effects on GPA and retention.  His sample included 1,997 students who enrolled in and 
completed a first-year experience course.  The courses were enhanced versions of normal 
versions of courses and included curricular and co-curricular additions in small groups with 
faculty.  There was no positive FYE course effect on retention, but FYE students earned overall 
higher GPAs than non-FYE students.  Approximately half of the instructors, however, did not 
adapt their courses to intentionally meet FYE goals mainly because of lack of time and 
resources.  Students who participated in those FYE courses that incorporated FYE goals had 
more positive retention rates and higher GPAs than those who did not participate in the FYE 
courses.   
 The most crucial finding from Jamelske (2009) is that FYE had the most positive effect 
for below average students, particularly females, and a smaller positive effect for above average 
students.  Jamelske’s research highlights the importance of HIPs that incorporate dedicated first-
year experience goals.  IHEs cannot simply make students enroll in first year seminars and 
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expect students to experience higher retention and GPAs, but rather, faculty and staff must be 
equipped to create a course that creates a sense of belonging and increased level of engagement. 
 Several studies (Bonet & Walters, 2016; Chang, Kwon, Stevens, & Buonora, 2016; 
Sweat, Jones, Han, & Wolfgram, 2013) document the positive connections between HIPs and 
student retention and academic success.  The American Association of Colleges and Universities 
(AACU) hosts an annual institute on HIPs, and the National Resource Center for the First-Year 
Experience and Students in Transition hosts dozens of conferences, institutes, and webinars to 
educate higher education faculty and staff on best practices and research on HIPs.  One such HIP 
that consistently received attention due to its positive correlation on student retention and 
academic success is the living learning community. 
Living Learning Communities as High Impact Practices 
 Living learning communities (LLCs) are a HIP in which students live together with one 
another in a residence hall and share common interests (Inkelas, Jessup-Anger, Benjamin, & 
Wawrzynski, 2018).  In some LLCs, students cluster around a shared academic interest and take 
courses with one another.  For example, students living together in an Honors LLC might take an 
Honors seminar together.  Other LLCs focus on themes, such as wellness or social justice.  The 
clear majority of LLCs, whether academic or thematic, include co-curricular learning 
opportunities with faculty outside of the classroom.  In a pre-med LLC, for example, students 
might volunteer clinical hours at a local hospital and attend seminars to prepare for the MCAT. 
 Several studies show a correlation between LLC enrollment and student retention and 
academic success.  One of the most pivotal studies is the National Survey on Living Learning 
Programs, hosted at the University of Michigan.  Brower & Inkelas (2010) reviewed data from 
24,000 students at 34 IHEs.  The researchers sought to understand how LLC participation affects 
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academic, social, and developmental outcomes for college students.  The researchers utilized a 
random sample of students in LLC or non-LLC residence halls and comparison groups in a 
variety of majors and interest areas.  The research design included a survey sent to respondents 
to produce longitudinal data on student outcomes, and the researchers conducted four case 
studies at institutions with significant positive data related to student outcomes.  Students who 
lived in LLCs were less likely to binge drink than their non-LLC peers, and the LLC students 
were more involved with volunteering and service learning, another HIP.  Students in LLCs were 
more likely to participate in many other HIPs, such as study abroad and research, and the 
researchers posit that is due to earlier and closer relationships with faculty in and out of the 
classroom.  Finally, LLC students were more likely to return to their institutions and have higher 
GPAs than their non-LLC peers.  The broad and deep nature of the study suggests that LLCs 
have a strong correlation with student success across institutional type and student identity 
groups. 
LLC Facilities 
 Living learning communities exist in diverse residence hall settings, and the buildings 
themselves can create or hinder learning.  Typically, LLC residence halls include classrooms for 
first year seminars, collaborative study and learning environments, and unique spaces, such as 3-
D design studios and music practice rooms. In 2014, higher education researchers and design 
staff from an architecture firm conducted a mixed methods study to understand how students use 
academic and social spaces in an LLC residence hall versus a non-LLC residence hall.  The LLC 
residence hall included collaborative study spaces with moveable chairs and places for informal 
gatherings.  Kamal et al (2014) were also interested in the extent to which student outcomes 
differed for students in the two different communities.  In stage one of the study, resident 
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assistants (RAs), students who serve as peer staff members, observed students’ space utilization 
in the residence halls.  In stage two, researchers sent surveys to every student living in the two 
residence halls, and the final sample included 333 students evenly divided between the LLC and 
non-LLC residence hall.  The students in the LLC residence hall were more likely to interact 
with diverse peers, have intellectual conversations with peers about coursework, utilize the 
residence hall for studying, and engage with faculty and staff outside of class.  While the intent 
of the study was to understand how residence hall design affects students, the results echo other 
findings showing the positive relationship between living learning communities and student 
outcomes. 
LLC Structure 
 While LLCs have a strong history of a relationship with student retention and GPA, not 
all LLCs are created equally.  In the early 2000s, researchers began to assess the quality of 
specific types of LLC experiences.  Ultimately, researchers wanted to know the factors that are 
most likely to lead to positive student outcomes.  Stassen (2003) conducted a study at a 
Midwestern institution to understand the relationship between student enrollment in one of three 
LLC structures and student outcomes.  The sample included 7,612 students in the 1999 and 2000 
cohorts at her institution, and ultimately, 805 survey participants.  Stassen sent surveys to 
students at the end of their first semester on campus to understand outcomes typically related to 
student engagement, such as connection to faculty and diverse others.   
 Stassen (2003) compared the survey data to institutional database information, including 
demographic data, retention, and GPA.  Stassen makes a positive contribution to LLC research 
by including high school graduation predictive factors, such as ACT and SAT scores and high 
school GPA.  Even accounting for strong predictive variables, students in all three of the LLCs 
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studied had significantly higher GPAs and retention rates than students not enrolled in LLCs.  
LLC students were less likely to be exposed to diverse others, which is an interesting finding, 
given that exposure to diverse viewpoints is typically associate with higher levels of engagement.  
The students in all of the LLCs had similar levels of engagement with faculty, and those levels of 
engagement were higher for LLC students versus non-LLC students.   Stassen’s study stops 
short, however, of describing the specific differences between the LLCs and their organizational 
structures. 
 In the early part of the 21st century, the LLC as an organization remained a nebulous 
concept.  Higher education administrators and researchers knew the key elements of LLCs: 
connection to faculty, positive peer support, opportunities for diverse interactions, and a 
combination of curricular and co-curricular opportunities.  The concept of an ideal model did not 
exist, however, and Inkelas and her colleague, Jennifer Weisman (2003), conducted a study to 
understand the relationship between LLC structure and student outcomes.  At the time of the 
study, LLC structure really meant the focus of the LLC: women in science and engineering, 
Honors programs, wellness, social justice, and so on.  In other words, the earliest studies did not 
truly focus on organizational structure, but rather, topical areas of interest that one might assume 
have diverse structural elements.  The researchers distributed surveys to LLC and non-LLC 
students living in on campus residence halls at a highly competitive public research institution.  
The final sample include 4,629 students.  The independent variable was the LLC topic: Honors, 
transitions, and a curriculum-based LLC.  The Honors program LLC included Honors students, 
transitions focused on the needs of first year students, and the curriculum-based LLC sought to 
provide students the opportunity to learn from diverse others.   
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 Weisman (2003) found the Transition and Honors Program LLC participants were more 
likely than their non-LLC peers to use critical thinking on class assignments, meet socially with 
faculty outside of class, and discuss cultural issues outside of class.  All three LLC participant 
groups were more likely than their non-LLC peers to report a smooth transition to college, 
positive academic challenges, and learning from diverse perspectives. The students in the Honors 
LLC were less likely to study in groups, which may suggest an interest in independent study.  
The study provides nominal information on how topics can affect LLC outcomes, but for the 
most part, each LLC has positive effects on student outcomes, even when considering high 
school predictive variables, such as GPA and test scores. 
LLC Typology 
 One of the pivotal studies of LLCs is the National Study of Living Learning Programs 
(NSLLP) Residence Environment Study.  The NSLLP was hosted out of the University of 
Michigan for over a decade.  In total, 23,910 students from 279 institutions with LLCs completed 
the quantitative study.  Inkelas et al (2008) used a cluster analysis to create a typology of LLCs.  
They found 17 topical areas of focus, including Honors, gender, LGBTQ, specific majors, 
wellness, and social justice.  The researchers found that across all topic areas, three primary 
types of LLCs exist: 1) small, limited resourced, primarily residential life emphasis programs; 2) 
medium, moderately resourced, student affairs/academic affairs combination programs; and 3) 
large, comprehensively resourced, student affairs/academic affairs collaboration programs.   
 In the small programs, residence hall directors often led living learning communities with 
limited to no faculty involvement (Inkelas, Soldner, Longerbeam, & Brown, 2008).  The hall 
directors might create a year-long wellness program or sponsor field trips to science museums in 
the area along with study groups, but faculty worked on the edges of the community.  The 
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medium-sized programs involved some combination of student affairs staff and faculty working 
together in the LLC, but the roles might not be clearly defined, or the goals of the groups were at 
odds with one another.  For example, in a business school LLC, residence life staff might 
provide resume workshops and dress for success events, while the faculty focus on teaching a 
first-year business seminar that exposes students to the majors within the college.  The groups 
might occasionally work in tandem with one another, but the program is not fully integrated.  
The third group involves full collaboration between student affairs and academic affairs staff.  
These LLCs are typically larger, have strong budgets, and the institution has a deep commitment 
to providing curricular and co-curricular opportunities to students.   
 Inkelas et al (2008) clustered programs into the three types of LLCs and then studied the 
GPA and retention data of the students.  Students in the small and large programs outperformed 
the students in the medium programs, even after accounting for demographics, student factors, 
and institutional factors.  Perhaps students experience the tension at the medium tier and observe 
firsthand the lack of direction and collaboration between student and academic affairs staff.  
Students look at faculty and staff as representatives of the institution, and perhaps the disconnect 
between the groups is enough to cause discontentment and lack of belonging for students in an 
LLC. 
LLCs and Student Outcomes 
LLC Program Focus 
 This section provides an overview of studies that show a relationship between LLC 
participation and gains in academic content knowledge.  The LLCs described are linked directly 




 Vincent, Marsh, Goodwin, and Farr (2021) sought to understand the impact of a living-
learning community for first-year pre-pharmacy students.  The pre-pharmacy LLC studied 
together and provided students with shared living spaces and common courses.  The LLC 
students also participated in special programs with faculty and regularly interacted in formal and 
informal ways with faculty outside of the classroom.  The researchers reviewed institutional data 
and compared students who did and did not participate in the pre-pharmacy LLC.  The data 
included persistence and retention rates, progression within the pre-pharmacy program, and 
GPA. For this study, persistence was defined as a student continuing their enrollment for a 
second semester and retention as student enrollment in their second fall after matriculating.  Data 
sets included pre-pharmacy major students enrolled from 2014-2018.  In order to understand 
their findings, the researchers compared students’ admissions criteria, such as entering high 
school GPA and SAT scores.  LLC participants had similar admissions characteristics compared 
to their non-LLC peers.  LLC participants had significantly higher grades and retention rates 
compared to their non-LLC peers.  The researchers suggested students who apply to LLCs may 
have higher levels of motivation and focus compared to their peers, and the regular, formal and 
informal connections with faculty are integral to their success. 
 La Vine and Mitchell (2006) sought to understand the relationship between student 
participation in a physical educational living-learning community and student outcomes.  The 
students in the physical education LLC were all physical education majors and enrolled in 
physical education coursework together.  The LLC program included upperclass peer mentors, 
faculty office hours in the LLC’s residence hall, field and clinical experiences, and programs.  
The study included 25 students, 12 enrolled in the LLC, and 13 who were not enrolled in the 
LLC.  The students completed pre-test surveys on their high school experiences and post-test 
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surveys during the spring LLC course.  The post-test survey used the Learning Community 
Experience Questionnaire (LCEQ36) developed by Jibul and Derrick (2000).  Study findings 
indicate that LLC students reported increased social satisfaction, stronger connections with 
faculty, responsibility for their peers in the community, and a feeling of a more engaging first 
year experience.  Non-LLC students reported feeling as though they were missing out on the 
experience of their LLC peers.  
 Wilson, Bjerke, and Martin (2015) examined the relationship between student 
participation in an aviation living-learning community and student academic success and 
persistence.  Student academic success was defined as term GPA, credit hours passed, and grades 
in the Private Pilot ground school; student persistence was defined as enrollment in the fall 
semester after their first year in college.   The study population included 625 students, 82 of 
whom participated in the Aviation living-learning community.  The LLC students all majored in 
aviation and participated in unique academic experiences, health and wellness initiatives, 
received faculty and academic advising in their residence halls, and engaged regularly and 
informally with faculty at social programs.  Students in the Aviation LLC outperformed their 
non-LLC peers in the Fall GPAs and grades in the Private Pilot ground school.  There was no 
significant difference in retention.  The researchers suggest the higher GPAs may be the result of 
academic support provided by the LLC faculty and airport staff and peer tutors.  Faculty and 
staff visited the LLC residence hall a few times a semester to provide academic support.  The 
RAs, all aviation majors and able to directly speak to the academic needs of their peers, held 
regular study and homework sessions to support their peers.  
 Shushok and Sriram (2009) explored the effect an engineering and computer science LLC 
had on LLC students’ experiences.  For the study, the researchers explored the relationship 
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between LLC participation and student outcomes.  Specific outcomes studied included 
differences in levels of student-faculty interactions, peer-to-peer interactions, and rate of 
satisfaction for the living environment for LLC and non-LLC participants.  The LLC program 
included faculty-in-residence, faculty who lived in the residence hall; faculty offices; and faculty 
programming.  The study included 97 students, 57 of whom participated in the LLC, and 40 who 
did not.  Researchers used the LLC Experiences Questionnaire (Pace & Kuh, 1998) to ask 
students about their type and amount of interaction with faculty, their type and amount of 
participation in student activities, their satisfaction with their learning environment, and 
perceived learning in certain areas.  LLC participants were significantly more likely to meet 
informally or socially with professors outside of class, discuss academic concerns with faculty, 
meet in peer study groups, and report feeling more satisfied with their living and learning 
environment compared with their non-LLC peers. 
 Gibson, Siopsis, and Beale (2019) sought to understand the relationship between LLC 
participation and the persistence of STEM majors at a liberal arts college.  The goal of the LLC 
is to provide academic and social support to promising college freshmen who are interested in 
STEM fields and are from groups underrepresented in STEM and/or first-generation college 
students. LLC students participate in a summer bridge program in hopes of boosting their skills 
prior to the start of the traditional fall semester.  The LLC students also participate early in 
research, enroll in a STEM seminar course focused on major and career exploration, academic 
support from advisors and tutors, peer mentoring, and time management training.  The study 
looked at the six cohorts of LLC participants from 2013 to 2017 and included 97 LLC 
participants.  The LLC students were much more likely than their non-LLC peers to complete 
their first year of college, declare a STEM major, and persist to their second year.  LLC 
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participants report high satisfaction with the summer bridge program and gained skills essential 
for success in STEM fields.  The LLC participants also outperformed their peers on math and 
chemistry assessments.  LLC participants cited peer interactions and activities and academic and 
personal support from peers and faculty as critical program components that supported their 
success. 
 Mach, Tearny, Gordon, and McClinton (2018) researched the relationship between 
participation in a first-year transition (FIT) LLC at one university and student outcomes.  All FIT 
LLC participants had declared majors in the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural 
Resources.  The LLC included LLC programming, upperclass LLC peer mentors, LLC faculty 
and staff programming, and a residential community educator.  LLC participants were required 
to attend educational, career, and wellness events; faculty dinners; diversity events; and complete 
15 hours of community service each semester.  The study population included the 222 FIT LLC 
participants and 218 non-LLC participants.  The researchers explored the differences in retention 
rates and GPAs for LLC and non-LLC participants and LLC participants’ perspectives on their 
personal growth, leadership and campus engagement, academic achievement and experiences, 
and career development.  Additionally, researchers gathered qualitative data from focus groups 
with 11 FIT LLC participants.  FIT LLC participants had lower GPAs but higher retention rates 
compared to their non-LLC peers.  During the focus groups, FIT LLC participants shared 
positive perspectives on being around similar peers, meeting their best friends, becoming more 
open to diversity and new opportunities, gaining leadership skills, learning study skills from the 
peers, feeling comfortable approaching faculty for support, an ability to explore and decide on 




LLCs and Identity 
 This section provides an overview of studies illustrate the relationship between living-
learning community participation and student identity development.  LLC participation shapes 
the identity construction of men and women in different ways.  Female LLC participants tend to 
interact with their peers frequently and report intellectual developmental gains, whereas male 
LLC participants are more likely to report gains in self-confidence and critical thinking skills 
(Inkelas et al, 2006).   
 Two specific studies focused on the experience of college men participating in LLCs.  
Jessup-Anger, Johnson, and Wawrzynski (2012) explored how men describe their LLC 
experience, how men make meaning of their LLC experience, and how the men described their 
identity development.  The study was part of a larger study looking at 45 students’ experiences in 
eight LLCs at two Midwestern universities.  Their study was limited to the five LLCs that had 
male participants.  The researchers used focus groups and semi-structured interviews to gather 
information on the men’s class and co-curricular experiences.  Their results suggest men see 
LLCs as a “safe haven” from traditional gender roles, and the men feel as though they can try on 
and explore new components of their identities (168).  The men also reported a different college 
experience than their other male peers; the LLC participants perceived less pressure to drink and 
felt more supported by their peers, faculty, and staff.  As a result, the participants shared they 
could identify majors and careers that fit their talents and interests versus perceived gender roles.  
The men valued the support of their peers and faculty mentors. 
 In another study, Yao and Wawrzynski (2013) investigated to the relationship between 
men’s participation in LLCs and their awareness of and appreciation for diversity.  The 
researchers cite studies (Chang, 1996; Chang, Denson, Saenz, & Misa, 2006) describing the 
benefits diverse relationships provide for student development.  Students who regularly engage 
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with diverse peers see gains in problem solving skills, collaborative perspectives, and 
understanding of people different from them. Yao and Wawrzynski compared the expectations 
students have for college and their levels of Universal-Diverse Orientation (UDO), a measure of 
students’ knowledge and appreciation for diverse others (MiviUe et al., 1999).  Participants in 
the study were 55 men who completed two online surveys: one at the start of their first semester 
as a college student measuring their expectations for college, and the other at the end of their 
presumed second semester on college.  The results showed no significant relationship between 
men’s LLC participation and UDO.  Men who participated in LLCs closely tied to academic 
departments reported slightly higher rates of awareness of and appreciation for diversity.  
Specifically, men who participate in Honors Program LLCs report a decline in an appreciation of 
diversity, and Yao and Wawrzynski note this may be related to the homogeneity of many honors 
programs.  One critical finding is LLC social experiences have the greatest impact on awareness 
of and appreciation for diversity. 
LLCs and Faculty and Staff Mentoring 
 Several studies document the relationship between LLCs and faculty mentoring, and 
specifically, how faculty mentoring and advising positively shape LLC students’ experiences. 
This section includes findings from some of the many studies that exist to support the 
relationship between LLCs and students’ perceptions of feeling supported by faculty and staff. 
 Garrett and Zabriske (2003) conducted an institutional study of LLCs over the course of 
three academic years.  The researchers sought to understand the relationship between LLC 
participation and interactions with faculty.  The study population included 2,892 LLC 
participants, 2,519 students who lived in the same residence hall as the LLC but were not LLC 
participants, and 2,476 students who lived in residence halls that did not include LLCs.  The 
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participants received a survey with questions on student perceptions of their academic and social 
environment, peer and faculty interactions, achievement of cognitive and psychosocial skills, and 
awareness of diverse perspectives.  LLC participants were significantly more likely to meet with 
an instructor in his or her office, ask their professors questions in and out of class, informally 
meet with faculty, discuss personal concerns with faculty, socially engage with faculty, and 
discuss career goals with their instructors. 
 Ellett and Schmidt (2011) studied faculty perspectives on community development in the 
residence halls.  The study occurred at one large university.  Few studies consider the 
perspectives of faculty who live and serve in residence halls and how those experiences shape 
their professional development.  The researchers conducted eight focus groups with LLC 
residence life staff and faculty members.  Faculty identified eight themes that captured their 
priorities for developing community: students need to be able to see faculty, staff, and students 
as equal partners in the LLC; interactions between faculty, staff, and students need to be 
substantive; the importance of marketing faculty LLC events to encourage student attendance; 
the degree to which a strong student staff member can support the faculty and students; 
opportunities for dialogue; experiential learning as a community; and faculty mentioned the 
robust amount of time an LLC required on top of their normal duties as a result of these themes. 
 Frazer and Eighmy (2012) studied three LLCs and the relationship LLC participation had 
on students’ satisfaction with: the university, their residence hall environment, interactions with 
residence life staff, and their academic experiences.  The study occurred at one university and 
included participants in two academic LLCs and one thematic, wellness-focused LLC.  
Participants included the 255 students in the LLCs and all of the LLC faculty and staff. The 
researchers used a mixed methods approach including semi-structured group interviews and an 
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online survey. The first phase of the study included interviews with faculty, staff, and students to 
gain qualitative data on LLC faculty and staff perspectives on the goals of their LLCs and 
student perspectives on the effectiveness and experiences in the LLCs.  The survey was sent only 
to the student participants and sought their perspectives on their satisfaction with the LLC 
program.   
 Frazer and Eighmy (2012) compared survey responses to a control group of 100 students 
who did not participate in the LLCs.  LLC students who reported high levels of faculty and staff 
interactions shared more positive perceptions of their satisfaction with college and the LLC.  The 
wellness LLC students reported receiving strong academic advising; pharmacy LLC students had 
significant gains on a number of factors, including building relationships with other students in 
their major, relationships with faculty and staff in their major, and achieving their academic 
goals; the engineering LLC students noted building relationships with other students in the major 
and having a positive living experience.  All participants noted the importance of the LLC 
residence assistant having experience with the LLC’s major or interest area. 
LLCs and Academic and Student Affairs Partnerships 
 Buell, Love, and Yao (2017) reviewed the evolution of LLC faculty, staff, and student 
partnerships throughout the last two decades.  The researchers note LLCs should recruit faculty 
with a strong academic and personal alignment with the LLC.  They suggest LLCs should 
include student affairs staff, such as academic advisors, student government, recreation wellness, 
and student organizations to ensure the LLC focuses on holistic student development. 
LLC Best Practices 
 After nearly a decade, Inkelas et al (2018) have developed the Best Practices Model of 
LLCs.  Over the past ten years, researchers have conducted several studies to validate the 
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existence of the three LLC typologies and their relationship with positive student outcomes.  
When higher education administrators have a clear vision and goals for LLCs, students thrive.  
When student affairs and academic affairs administrators and faculty disagree on the vision and 
goals of LLCs, students only have slightly better outcomes than their non-LLC peers.  The Best 
Practices Model is ultimately a grounded theory based on dozens of studies of LLCs.  The model 
is a pyramid structure, and each layer of the pyramid builds upon the level underneath it, similar 
to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.  At the bottom of the pyramid is LLC infrastructure: clear goals 
and objectives, collaboration between academic affairs and housing, and adequate resources.  
The next level is academic environment: courses for credit, faculty advising, academically 
supportive climate, and socially supportive climate.  The next level is the co-curricular 
environment: study groups, K-12 outreach, career workshops, visits to professional settings, and 
theme-related activities.  At the top of the pyramid is intentional integration.  The mortar 
between the pyramid bricks is assessment.  Each level of the pyramid depends upon a strong 
foundation below it.   
 Inkelas et al (2018) utilized an inductive approach, drawing upon their experiences and 
data from thousands of students through the NSLLP. The authors pull from dozens of studies to 
form the basis of the model, and yet, the model itself has not been tested in practice.  One would 
have a hard time arguing against the model.  An ideal LLC does, in fact, involve collaborative 
work between student affairs staff and faculty, a healthy budget, and students who learn to get 
along with diverse others, but as many professionals experience, most LLCs are lacking at least 
some component within the Best Practices Model.  Fortunately, Inkelas and her colleagues 
include an assessment for faculty and staff to complete in order to better understand the 
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successes and areas of growth for the LLC.  In this study, I will utilize the assessment to 
understand faculty and staff perspectives on the organizational structure of their LLC(s). 
Summary 
 Considering the literature review, there is a need for further understanding of faculty, 
staff, and student perceptions of their LLC experiences.  A common theme among the sources is 
the positive ways in which LLCs shape student GPAs, retention rates, and skill development.  
Another common theme is the importance formal and informal faculty mentoring and advising 
provides to students. 
 There is limited research, however, operationalizing the specific LLC elements and how 
they contribute to student, faculty, and staff experiences.  While the LLC Best Practices Model 
(Inkelas et al, 2018) provides a structure, the model is new and provides limited guidance on the 
















 The purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of students regarding the 
quality and operations of an LLC Program in a single large public university.  A secondary 
purpose of the study was to investigate perceptions of faculty and staff regarding the quality and 
operations of the LLC program at the same institution.  The methods chapter begins with a 
description of the research design, followed by a description of the study population and sample, 
a description of the instrumentation utilized in the study, data collection procedures, methods of 
data analysis, and limitations. 
Research Design  
 The research design utilized a mixed methods approach.  While the size of the groups 
somewhat dictated the need for a mixed-methods approach, the theoretical foundations for the 
study form the primary rationale for the selection of a mixed-methods study.  The design, as a 
result, involved an embedded approach.  The first stage of the project was quantitative, while the 
qualitative study provided additional context for study results (Creswell, 2010).  Quantitative and 
qualitative components of the research design are unique components and to the degree possible, 
did not affect one another during the study (Morse, 2003).  The qualitative data were used to 
triangulate the data from the quantitative component of the study.  
The qualitative component of the study utilized a phenomenological approach.  
Phenomenological studies seek to understand the meaning and essence of people’s lived 
experiences related to a phenomenon (Simon & Goes, 2011).  For the purposes of this study, the 
phenomenon is providing faculty or staff leadership to an LLC at the University of North 
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Florida.  The interview protocol provided faculty and staff the opportunity to share their 
reflections and meaning-making of their experiences in the LLC. 
Participants 
 Primary study participants were students (N=800) who participated in living-learning 
communities (LLCs) between August 2015 and May 2019.  The number is approximate because 
records of students involved in LLPs in the 2015-2016 academic year are incomplete.  The 
second study group was composed of 18 faculty and staff at the University of North Florida who 
provide support to the LLCs.   
Instrumentation 
 Two instruments were developed for this study.  Students received the Student Self-
Report Survey (Appendix F) adapted from the National Study on Living-Learning Programs 
(NSL-LP) Inventory via email.  The instrument includes two major sections: demographic 
information and survey questions about students’ perspectives on their LLP experiences.  The 
survey questions align with the building blocks of the LLP Best Practices Model.  The first set of 
questions focuses on student perceptions regarding the infrastructure of the LLP, including the 
LLP’s learning outcomes, the level of collaboration between residence life staff and LLP faculty 
and staff partners, and LLP resources.  The second set of questions focuses on student 
perceptions of the academic environment in the LLP, including the LLP coursework, faculty 
advising in the LLP, and the degree to which the LLP was an academically and socially 
supportive climate. The third set of questions focuses on student perspectives regarding the co-
curricular opportunities provided in the LLP, such as opportunities to outreach to K-12 schools 
in the area, existence of study groups, visits to work settings, and career workshop offerings.  In 
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the final set of questions, students are asked to share their perspectives on how well the LLP 
experience integrated curricular and co-curricular learning. 
 Faculty and staff who help to lead the LLCs were invited to participate in a semi-
structured interview.  The interview process utilized the Interview Protocol Refinement 
Framework (Castillo-Montoya, 2016) as a guide for creating questions aligned with research 
questions.  The LLC Faculty and Staff Interview Protocol (Appendix G) is based on the Best 
Practices Model (Inkelas et al, 2018) from the National Study of Living-Learning Programs 
(NSL-LP) Inventory.  The protocol begins with questions designed to establish rapport between 
the author and the participant.  The second set of questions is open-ended to allow the participant 
an opportunity to share general perceptions of their experience working with the LLC.  The third 
set of questions allows the participant an opportunity to share perceptions of their experiences 
within the LLC.  A final set of questions provides participants an opportunity to share their 
assumptions on students’ experiences in the LLC. 
Data Collection 
 This study included student surveys and faculty and staff interviews.  Approval from the 
University of North Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix B) and the Marshall 
University IRB (Appendix C) were secured prior to beginning data collection. 
 The UNF Office of Institutional Research sent the Student Self-Report Survey (Appendix 
F) to all UNF students who participated in a living-learning community (LLC) between Fall 
2015 and Spring 2019 (N=809).  The survey was sent to students via an emailed invitation (see 
Appendix D) which included a link to the Qualtrics Survey.  The survey launched on April 24th, 
2020, and reminder emails were sent to students on May 8th, 2020, and May 20th, 2020.  The 
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survey closed on May 26th, 2020.  Forty-nine students responded and completed the survey, a 
response rate of 6.1%. 
 The UNF Office of Institutional Research sent interview invitations to 18 LLC faculty 
and staff who supported LLCs between fall 2015 and spring 2019.  The interview invitations 
were sent via email and included a link to a Qualtrics Survey (Appendix E).  Faculty and staff 
utilized the survey to indicate their interest in participating and to provide contact information in 
order to set up a Zoom interview.  Initial invitations were distributed on April 24th, 2020, and 
reminder emails were sent on May 8th, 2020, and May 20th, 2020.  The invitation link closed on 
May 26th, 2020.  Nine LLC faculty and staff indicated interest in participating in the study; all 
nine LLC faculty and staff participated in the interview utilizing the LLC Faculty and Staff 
Interview Protocol (Appendix G).   
Data Analysis and Interpretation 
 The number of student participants who returned the survey and number of faculty and 
staff participants who completed interviews are reported in Chapter Four.  Independent variables 
for the survey data include selected demographic and attribute responses, and the dependent 
variables are the students’ perspectives on their LLC experiences.  The data analysis included the 
means, standard deviations, and range of scores for the survey factors.  Independent samples t-
tests and ANOVAs were utilized to determine differences, if any, in dependent variables based 
on selected independent variables. 
 All participants provided consent for a recording of their interview videos (Appendix H).  
The co-investigator recorded and transcribed all interviews.  The data analysis began with 
defining tentative thematic coding categories based on themes that naturally emerged and then 
continued with the addition of any unique categories based on a thorough analysis of the 
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recordings and notes (Gorden, 1992).  The next stage of analysis involved categorizing of 
interview themes into larger groups.  In order to test and measure the reliability of the coding and 
categorization process, the co-investigator asked a member of the doctoral committee to review 
the coding and categorization of the data. 
Research Bias 
 The student survey data collection involved limited opportunity for researcher bias.  The 
co-investigator utilized a list of students who lived in living-learning communities (LLCs) from 
fall 2015 to spring 2019 and did not alter the list.  There was, perhaps, more opportunity for 
perceived bias during the faculty and staff interviews.  The co-investigator oversees the LLCs at 
the University of North Florida and could be perceived as wanting results to reflect only positive 
outcomes and experiences for students, faculty, and staff in the LLCs.  The co-investigator 
worked with committee members outside of the institution to review the accuracy, reliability, 
and validity of the data collected and the data analysis process. 
Ethical Considerations 
 The co-investigator took several precautions to protect the integrity of the study.  The co-
investigator began by reaching out to both Marshall University and the University of North 
Florida’s Institutional Review Boards (IRB) to understand the process for study approval.  
During the IRB review, the co-investigator sought permission to utilize student records of 
participation in LLCs from fall 2015 to spring 2019 in order to reach out to students and send the 
survey (Appendix I).  All survey data are stored electronically on the UNF Qualtrics survey; a 
secondary copy was downloaded and saved on a password-protected computer.  
 The co-investigator regularly engages with LLC faculty and staff involved in the study 
since most of the participants continue to offer LLCs presently.  During the consent process, the 
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co-investigator made it clear that participation in the study is not mandatory and is in no way tied 
to performance evaluations.  The co-investigator payed particular attention to ensuring 
participants’ interviews maintain confidentiality.  Interview recordings and transcriptions are 

























 Chapter four contains study findings.  The chapter is organized around sections on data 
collection and participant characteristics and attributes, followed by sections devoted to each of 
the first eight research questions.  Interview findings related to the final research question are 
presented in a separate section. A final section provides a chapter summary. 
Data Collection 
 The UNF Office of Institutional Research sent the Student Self-Report Survey (Appendix 
F) to all UNF students who participated in a living-learning community (LLC) between Fall 
2015 and Spring 2019 (N = 809).  The survey was sent to students via an emailed invitation (see 
Appendix D) which included a link to the Qualtrics Survey.  The survey launched on April 24th, 
2020, and reminder emails were sent to students on May 8th, 2020, and May 20th, 2020.  The 
survey closed on May 26th, 2020.  Forty-nine students responded and completed the survey, a 
response rate of 6.1%. 
 The UNF Office of Institutional Research sent interview invitations to 18 LLC faculty 
and staff who supported LLCs between fall 2015 and spring 2019.  The interview invitations 
were sent via email and included a link to a Qualtrics Survey (Appendix E).  Faculty and staff 
utilized the survey to indicate their interest in participating and to provide contact information in 
order to set up a Zoom interview.  Initial invitations were distributed on April 24th, 2020, and 
reminder emails were sent on May 8th, 2020, and May 20th, 2020.  The invitation link closed on 
May 26th, 2020.  Nine LLC faculty and staff indicated interest in participating in the study; all 
nine LLC faculty and staff participated in the interview utilizing the LLC Faculty and Staff 
Interview Protocol (Appendix G).   
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Student Survey Data 
Participant Characteristics and Attributes 
 Forty-nine students completed the Student Self-Report Survey (Appendix F). Thirty-five 
(71.4%) of the respondents were female, 75.5 percent were cisgender, 79.6 percent were 
Caucasian, and six (12.2%) were first generation college students.  Forty-two (85.7%) were 
Florida residents, and 89.8 percent participated in LLCs in the 2016-2017, 2017-2018, or 2018-
2019 academic years. These data are provided in Table 1. 
Table 1 
Respondent Characteristics           
 Characteristic n % 
Sex Male 13 26.5 
 Female 35 71.4 
 Other 1 2.0 
    
Gender Cisgender 37 75.5 
 Other 7 14.3 
 No Response 5 10.2 
    
Race Caucasian 39 79.6 
 Other 10 20.4 
    
First Gen Yes 6 12.2 
 No 43 87.8 
    
Residence Duval County 6 12.2 
 In-State (FL) 42 85.7 
 Out-of-State 1 2.0 
    
LLC Part. 2016-2017 12 24.5 
 2017-2018 12 24.5 
 2018-2019 20 40.8 
 Other 5 10.2 
N=49 
 
 Respondents were asked to identify the specific LLC(s) in which they participated along 
with their participation in a variety of academic support opportunities: tutoring, Supplemental 
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Instruction (SI), and Peer-Assisted Student Success (PASS).  Tutoring was available both 
individually and as group support in a variety of subjects.  Supplemental Instruction (SI) 
consisted of regularly scheduled, peer-led group study sessions.  SI sessions were led by peers 
who excelled in the course in the past. The SI leaders guided students through sample problems 
and exercises.  PASS was available both individually and in groups and provided student support 
for specific courses and academic coaching on general study skills. 
 More than one half of the respondents participated in the Honors (36.7%) or Pre-Med 
(20.4%) LLCs.  The Healthy Osprey (14.3%), STEM (10.2%), and College of Business (10.2%) 
LLCs enrolled the next highest number of participating respondents.  Four respondents 
participated individually in four additional LLCs.  Fifteen (30.6%) of the respondents 
participated in tutoring, 59.2 percent participated in SI, and 22.4 percent participated in PASS.  















Respondent LLC Attributes           
 Participation/Attributes n % 
LLC College of Business 5 10.2 
 Honors 18 36.7 
 Pre-Med 10 20.4 
 STEM 5 10.2 
 Healthy Osprey 7 14.3 
 Other 4 8.2 
    
Tutoring Yes 15 30.6 
 No 33 67.3 
    
SI Yes 29 59.2 
 No 20 40.8 
    
PASS Yes 11 22.4 
 No 38 77.6 
    
Class Registration Yes 43 87.8 
 No 6 12.2 
N=49 
 
 Participants were asked to share whether or not they worked, if they worked on or off 
campus, and the amount of time they spent at work.  Respondents were also asked to report their 
family household income.  Fifty thousand dollars annually is the federal cutoff for Pell grant 
recipients, and students were asked to report if their family household income was more or less 
than $50,000.  
 More than three-fourths (77.6%) of the respondents reported they were employed.  More 
than four in ten (42.9%) indicated they were employed off-campus while 26.5 percent reported 
they worked on campus.  Four respondents (8.2%) reported they worked both on-campus and 
off-campus.  More than one-fourth (26.6%) reported they worked more than 20 hours per week.  
Nine (18.3%) reported working 10 or less hours weekly, 14.3 percent reported working 11-15 
hours weekly, and 16.5 percent indicated they worked 16-20 hours per week.  About one-half 
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(49%) of the respondents reported family income of $50,000 or more.  Nineteen (38.8%) did not 
respond to this question.  These data are provided in Table 3. 
Table 3 
Respondent Employment Participation and Family Income Attributes     
Employment 
Attribute Response N % 
Employed Yes 38 77.6 
 No 11 22.4 
    
Work Location Off-Campus 21 42.9 
 On-Campus 13 26.5 
 Both 4 8.2 
    
Hours Per Week 10 or less 9 18.3 
 11-15 7 14.3 
 16-20 8 16.5 
 20+ 14 26.6 
    
Family Income $50,000 or more 24 49.0 
 $49,999 or less 6 12.2 
 No response 19 38.8 
N=49 
LLC Objectives 
 Students were asked to rate the degree to which they felt LLC objectives were 
accomplished using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not accomplished) to 5 (fully 
accomplished) for each of ten LLC objectives.  A one-sample t-test was applied to the results to 
determine statistical significance when responses were compared to a mean (CM=3) for a 
hypothetical normal distribution. 
 Student responses to four of the 10 objectives were significant at p <.001 when the one-
sample t-test was applied.  Facilitated making friends quicker (M = 4.02, SD = 1.25), facilitated 
transition to college (M = 3.67, SD = 1.09), facilitated making friends with common goals (M =   
3.65, SD = 1.32), and increased my GPA (M = 2.39, SD = 1.17) were the four objectives with 
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mean differences statistically significantly different from the comparison mean.  Although the 
mean differences were not statistically significantly different, five objectives reflected mean 
scores of 3.00 or higher.  These five objectives were facilitated making friends (M = 4.02, SD = 
1.25), facilitated the transition to college (M = 3.67, SD = 1.09), facilitated making friends with 
common interests (M = 3.65, SD = .10), increased self-awareness (M = 3.24, SD = 1.30), and 
helped to develop a support network (M = 3.10, SD = 1.39).  Similarly, mean scores for allowed 
meaningful connections with the Jacksonville community (M = 2.69, SD = 1.45), increased my 
critical thinking skills (M = 2.71, SD = 1.32), and facilitated interaction with faculty and staff 















One-Sample T-Test Results of Student Perception of LLC Objective Accomplishment   
LLC Objective M SD Mdiff p 
Facilitate transition to college 3.67 1.09 0.67 .000 
     
Increased my GPA 2.39 1.17 0.61 .001 
     
Facilitated making friends quicker 4.02 1.25 1.02 .000 
     
Facilitated making friends with 
common interests and goals 
3.65 1.32 0.65 .001 
     
Helped me develop a support network 
with peers, staff, and faculty 
3.10 1.39 0.10 .609 
     
Facilitated interaction with faculty/staff 
outside the classroom 
2.73 1.35 0.27 .175 
     
Increased my critical thinking skills 2.71 1.32 0.29 .137 
     
Increased my self-awareness 3.24 1.30 0.25 .193 
     
Allowed meaningful connections with 
the Jacksonville community 
2.69 1.45 0.31 .145 
     
Provided additional residence hall 
leadership opportunities 
3.00 1.40 0.00 1.000 
N=49 CM=3  Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 3=Somewhat  
   Accomplished; 4=Substantially Accomplished; 5=Fully Accomplished 
LLC Faculty and Staff Collaboration 
 Students were asked to describe the frequency with which they observed their LLC 
faculty and staff collaborating with one another to host joint events and connect the students to a 
network of faculty and staff on campus. Responses ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (regularly).  A 
one-sample t-test was applied to the results to determine statistical significance when responses 
were compared to a mean (CM =3) for a hypothetical normal distribution. 
 Nearly 40% (39.9%) of students reported never or rarely observing LLC faculty and staff 
hosting joint LLC events.  Five students (10.2%) reported regularly observing their LLC faculty 
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and staff hosting joint events.  Collectively, 59.2% of students at least sometimes observed LLC 
faculty and staff hosting joint events.  The most frequent response was sometimes (28.6%).  
When asked to report how regularly LLC faculty and staff connected them with other UNF 
faculty and staff, students most frequently responded sometimes (38.8%).  Over forty percent 
(42.9%) of students reported their LLC faculty and staff never or rarely connected them with 
other UNF faculty or staff.  The remaining 18.4% of students reported their LLC faculty or staff 
often or regularly connected them with other UNF faculty or staff.  The results are shown below 
in Table 5. 
Table 5 
LLC Faculty and Staff Collaboration          
 NE  RA  ST  OF  RE  





4 8.2 16 32.7 14 28.6 10 20.4 5 10.2 








9 18.4 12 24.5 19 38.8 5 10.2 4 8.2 
N=49 Scale: NE=Never; RA=Rarely; ST=Sometimes; OF=Often; RE=Regularly 
LLC Learning Outcomes 
 All LLCs have a list of learning outcomes.  Students were asked the degree to which they 
knew their LLC’s learning outcomes.  Responses ranged from 1 (no knowledge) to 5 (full 
knowledge). Six of ten (59.2%) students reported no or limited knowledge of their LLC’s 
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learning outcomes, 28.5% had some knowledge, and 12.2% indicated full knowledge of their 
LLC’s learning outcomes. The results are presented as a frequency distribution in Table 6. 
Table 6 
Student Knowledge of LLC Learning Outcomes        
Level n % 
No knowledge 14 28.6 
   
Limited knowledge 15 30.6 
   
Some knowledge 14 28.6 
   




 Responding students were asked to report the degree to which their LLC experience was 
valuable.  Responses ranged from 1 (not valuable) to 5 (extremely valuable). Nearly 70% of 
students reported their LLC experience was either valuable or extremely valuable.  Ten (20.4%) 
students reported their LLC experience was somewhat valuable, and four (8.2%) students 
reported their LLC experience was not valuable. These data are presented in Table 7. 
Table 7 
Student Perceptions of LLC Experience Value        
Value Level n % 
Not valuable 4 8.2 
   
Somewhat valuable 10 20.4 
   
Neither 1 2.0 
   
Valuable 22 44.9 
   






Faculty and Staff Mentoring 
 Responding students were asked to identify the frequency with which LLC faculty and 
staff provided mentoring opportunities.  Mentoring was subdivided into three categories: career 
path, academic goals, and personal goals.  Responses ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (regularly).  
 Over 40 percent (40.8%) of students responded LLC faculty and staff never provided 
career mentoring.  The same number (40.8%) of students reported career mentoring occurred 
rarely or sometimes.  Nine (18.4%) students reported experiencing career path mentoring from 
their LLC faculty and staff often or regularly.  The trend continued with academic goals.  
Twenty-eight (57.2%) students indicated LLC faculty and staff never or rarely provided 
mentoring on academic goals.  Over forty percent (42.9%) reported receiving academic goal 
mentoring from their LLC faculty and staff rarely or sometimes, and 26.6% reported LLC faculty 
and staff provided often or regular mentoring on academic goals.  More than sixty percent 
(61.2%) of responding students indicated LLC faculty and staff never or rarely provided them 
mentoring on personal goals.  Approximately 18% (18.4%) of students shared they received 
mentoring on personal goals from LLC faculty and staff.  Finally, 20.4% of responding students 
shared their LLC faculty and staff provided mentoring on personal goals often or regularly.  











Frequency of LLC Faculty and Staff Mentoring        
Mentoring 
Focus Never Rarely Sometimes Often Regularly 
 n % n % n % n % n % 
Career 
Path 
20 40.8 7 14.3 13 26.5 5 10.2 4 8.2 
           
Academic 
Goals 
19 38.8 9 18.4 12 24.5 4 8.2 9 18.4 
           
Personal 
Goals 
19 38.8 11 22.4 9 18.4 6 12.2 4 8.2 
N=49 
 
Student Description of Faculty and Staff Participation 
 Respondents were asked to identify the functions performed by LLC faculty and staff.  
Functions included teaching a course for the LLC, holding office hours for LLC participants, 
working with students on course-related manners outside of class, providing academic advising, 
living in the residence halls, and participating in out of class activities.  Responses were yes and 
no. 
 Student respondents reported 71.4% of their LLC faculty and staff taught a course for the 
LLC, and 65.3% of students indicated LLC faculty and staff held office hours for LLC 
participants; the other 34.7% of students responded that LLC faculty and staff did not hold office 
hours for the LLC.  Nearly six of ten (57.1%) students reported LLC faculty and staff worked 
with students on course-related matters outside of class. Nearly three-fifths (57.1%) of students 
responded LLC faculty and staff provided academic advising and lived in their residence hall.  
Students reported more than three-fourths (75.5%) of LLC faculty and staff participated in out of 





Student Description of Faculty and Staff Participation       
Faculty/Staff 
Function Yes No 
 n % n % 
Teach a course 
for the LLC 
35 71.4 14 38.6 
     
Hold office 
hours for LLC 
participants 
32 65.3 17 34.7 






28 57.1 21 42.9 




28 57.1 21 42.9 
     
Live in the 
residence hall 
28 57.1 21 42.9 
     
Participate in out 
of class activities 
37 75.5 12 24.5 
N=49 
 
Student Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Mentoring 
 After responding to questions about the presence of various forms of LLC faculty and 
staff mentoring, student respondents were asked to describe the value of the LLC faculty and 
staff mentoring.  Responses ranged from 1 (definitely not valuable) to 4 (extremely valuable). 
Students could also report N/A to indicate LLC faculty and staff mentoring was not provided. 
 Four (11.1%) students responded the LLC faculty and staff mentoring was definitely 
valuable.  Seven (19.4%) students responded the mentoring was not very valuable.  Sixteen 
(44.4%) students reported LLC faculty and staff mentoring was valuable, and nine (25%) 
49 
 
students indicated LLC faculty and staff mentoring was extremely valuable.  Thirteen (26.5%) 
students reported mentoring was not provided. These data are shown in Table 10. 
Table 10 
Student Perceptions of Faculty and Staff Mentoring        
Value Level n % 
Definitely not valuable 4 11.1 
   
Not very valuable 7 19.4 
   
Valuable 16 44.4 
   
Extremely valuable 9 25.0 
N=35 *Mentoring not provided to 13 students. 
 
Student Perception of Faculty and Staff Positive Contributions to Learning 
 Student respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which their LLC faculty and 
staff made positive contributions to their learning.  Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 5 (strongly agree). Five (10.2%) students responded they disagreed or strongly disagreed that 
their LLC faculty and staff positively contributed to their learning.  Nineteen (38.8%) students 
responded they neither agreed nor disagreed their LLC faculty and staff positively contributed to 
their learning.  The remaining 51% of students agreed or strongly agreed LLC faculty and staff 











Student Perception of Faculty and Staff Positive Contributions to Learning    
Perception n % 
Strongly Disagree 3 6.1 
   
Disagree 2 4.1 
   
Neither Agree/Disagree 19 38.8 
   
Agree 20 40.8 
   
Strongly Agree 5 10.2 
N=49 
 
Student Perceptions of LLC Academic Experiences 
 Students were asked to rate their level of agreement with statements about various 
academic experiences provided in the LLC.  Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). A one-sample t-test was applied to the results to determine statistical 
significance when responses were compared to a mean (CM=3) for a hypothetical normal 
distribution. 
 Results were statistically significant (p < .001) for three of the seven academic 
experiences.  The significant experiences included: there was sufficient peer support in my LLC 
for students to do well academically (M = 3.67, SD = 1.13); students in my LLC were supportive 
of each other’s academic achievements (M = 3.76, SD = 1.01), and it was easy for students to 
form study groups in my LLC (M = 3.8, SD = 1.19).   
 The remaining four experiences were reported at levels that were not statistically 
significant but above a mean of 3.0: the LLC was intellectually stimulating (M = 3.35, SD = 
1.16); most students in my LLC devoted substantial time to studying (M = 3.22, SD = 1.16); 
faculty and staff in my LLC spent a great deal of time helping students succeed academically (M 
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= 3.10, SD = 1.16); and my LLC provided effective academic support (M = 3.39, SD = 1.17).  
The data are shown in Table 12. 
Table 12 
One Sample T-Test Results of Student Perceptions of Academic Experiences in the LLC   
Academic Factor M SD MDiff p value 
LLC was intellectually 
stimulating 
3.35 1.16 0.35 0.042 
     
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for 
students to do well 
academically 
3.67 1.13 0.67 0.000 
     
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantially time 
to studying 
3.22 1.16 0.22 0.182 
     
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other’s 
academic achievements 
3.76 1.01 0.76 0.000 
     
Faculty/staff in my LLC 
spent time helping students 
succeed academically 
3.10 1.16 0.10 0.541 
     
It was easy for students to 
form study groups in my 
LLC 
3.80 1.19 0.76 0.000 
     
My LLC provided effective 
academic support 
3.39 1.17 0.39 0.025 
N=49  Scale 1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree;   
CM =3  4=Agree; 5=Strong Agree 
 
Student Perceptions of LLC Social Climate 
 Students were asked to rate their level of agreement with statements about various social 
climate factors experienced in the LLC.  Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree).  A one-sample t-test was applied to the results to determine statistical 
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significance when responses were compared to a mean (CM=3) for a hypothetical normal 
distribution. 
 All eight social climate factors were statistically significant (p < .001) when a one-sample 
t-test was applied.  These factors included students in the LLC: were appreciative of other 
cultures (M = 4.00, SD = 0.71), were concerned with helping and supporting one another (M = 
3.73, SD = 1.00), were appreciative of people from different religions (M = 3.81, SD = 0.63), 
were appreciative of people from different races (M = 3.92, SD = 0.79), were appreciative of 
people from different genders (M = 3.98, SD = 0.75), were appreciative of people from different 
sexual orientations (M = 3.92, SD = 0.73), interacted frequently with students from different 
cultures (M = 3.61, SD = 1.00), and my LLC provided adequate social support (M = 3.76, SD = 
















One-Sample T-Test Results of Student Perceptions of LLC Social Climate     
Perception M SD MDiff p value 
Students in my LLC:     
Were appreciative of other cultures 4.00 0.71 1.00 0.000 
     
Were concerned with helping and 
supporting one another 3.73 1.00 0.73 0.000 
     
Were appreciative of people from 
different religions 3.81 0.63 0.82 0.000 
     
Were appreciative of people from 
different races 3.92 0.79 0.92 0.000 
     
Were appreciative of people from 
different genders 3.98 0.75 0.98 0.000 
Were appreciative of people from 
different sexual orientations 3.92 0.73 0.92 0.000 
Interacted frequently with students 
from different cultures 3.61 1.00 0.61 0.000 
     
My LLC provided adequate social 
support 3.76 0.97 0.76 0.000 
N=49  Scale 1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree;  
CM =3  4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree 
 
Participation in Extracurricular/Co-curricular Program Components 
 Student respondents were asked to indicate whether or not they participated in a variety 
of extracurricular/co-curricular program components within their LLC.  Responses were yes and 
no.  Thirty-nine (79.6%) students participated in study groups, thirty-five (71.4%) students 
participated in academic advising, twelve (51.05%) students participated in arts and/or music 
performances, twenty-five (61.2%) students attended career workshops,  thirty (61.2%) students 
54 
 
participated in cultural programs, thirty-four (69.4%) students participated in group projects, 
eighteen (36.7%) students participated in international programming, and twenty-four (49.0%) 
students participated in internships and/or field experiences.  Sixteen (32.7%) students 
participated in intramurals, thirty-two (65.3%) students participated in an orientation program 
related to the LLC, thirty-three (67.3%) students participated in outdoor recreation activities with 
their LLC, twenty-three (46.9%) students participated in research projects in their LLC, thirty-
two (44.9%) students participated in community service with their LLC, thirteen (26.5%) 
students visited work settings with their LLC, and thirty-nine (79.6%) students participated in 


















Participation in Extracurricular/Co-curricular Program Components     
 Yes No 
Component n % n % 
Academic advising 35 71.4 14 28.6 
 
    
Arts/music performances 12 14.3 37 85.7 
 
    
Career workshops 25 51.0 24 49.0 
 
    
Cultural programs 30 61.2 19 38.8 
 
    
Group projects 34 69.4 15 30.6 
 
    
International programming 18 36.7 31 63.3 
 
    
Internships/field experiences 24 49.0 25 51.0 
 
    
Intramurals/sports 16 32.7 33 67.3 
 
    
Orientation program 32 65.3 17 34.7 
 
    
Outdoor recreation 33 67.3 16 32.7 
 
    
Research projects 23 46.9 26 53.1 
 
    
Community service 32 44.9 17 55.1 
 
    
Visits to work settings 13 26.5 36 73.5 
     
Study groups 39 79.6 10 20.4 
N=49 
 
Effectiveness of Extracurricular/Co-curricular Components 
 Students were asked to rate the effectiveness of the extracurricular/co-curricular 
components experienced in their LLCs.  Responses ranged from 1 (not effective) to 5 (very 
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effective). A one-sample t-test was applied to the results to determine statistical significance 
when responses were compared to a mean (CM=3) for a hypothetical normal distribution. 
 None of the responses to the student perceptions of extracurricular/co-curricular 
components were significant when a one-sample t-test was applied (p < 0.001).  Students 
responses to 11 of the 14 questions indicated they perceived those components as effective: 
academic advising (M = 3.40, SD = 1.29), career workshops (M = 3.16, SD = 1.40), cultural 
programs (M = 3.01, SD = 1.31), group projects (M = 3.24, SD = 1.33), international 
programming (M = 3.28, SD = 1.32), internships/field experiences (M = 3.46, SD = 1.38), 
intramurals/sports (M = 3.00, SD = 1.37), orientation program (M = 3.38, SD = 1.29), outdoor 
recreation (M = 3.30, SD = 1.36), community service (M = 3.03, SD = 1.36), and study groups 
(M = 3.26, SD = 1.48).  Students rated three extracurricular/co-curricular components as less 
than effective: arts/music performances (M = 2.58, SD = 1.31), research projects (M = 2.95, SD 













One-Sample T-Test Results of Student Perceptions of Effectiveness of Extracurricular/Co-
curricular Components           
Component n M SD MDiff p value 
Academic advising 35.00 3.40 1.29 0.40 0.075 
 
     
Arts/music performances 12.00 2.58 1.31 -0.41 0.295 
 
     
Career workshops 25.00 3.16 1.40 0.16 0.574 
 
     
Cultural programs 30.00 3.07 1.31 0.07 0.783 
 
     
Group projects 34.00 3.24 1.33 0.24 0.309 
 
     
International programming 18.00 3.28 1.32 0.28 0.384 
 
     
Internships/field experiences 24.00 3.46 1.38 0.46 0.118 
 
     
Intramurals/sports 16.00 3.00 1.37 0.00 1.000 
 
     
Orientation program 32.00 3.38 1.29 0.38 0.110 
 
     
Outdoor recreation 33.00 3.30 1.36 0.30 0.209 
 
     
Research projects 22.00 2.95 1.29 -0.05 0.870 
 
     
Community service 32.00 3.03 1.36 0.03 0.897 
 
     
Visits to work settings 13.00 2.46 1.61 -0.54 0.252 
 
     
Study groups 39.00 3.26 1.48 0.26 0.287 
N=49  Scale: 1=Not Effective; 2=Somewhat Effective; 3=Effective; 4=Moderately  
CM =3  Effective; 5=Effective 
 
Student Perceptions of LLC Accomplishment by Year of Participation 
 A one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the 
relationship between students’ perceptions of the achievement of LLC objectives and the year in 
which the students participated in the LLC.  There were no statistically significant differences at 
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the p < 0.05 level between the years of participation and students’ perceptions of the 
accomplishment of LLC objectives. 
Table 16 
ANOVA Results of Student Perceptions of LLC Accomplishment by Year of Participation   
 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 
  
Objective M SD M SD M SD F p 
Facilitate the college 
transition 3.75 1.22 4.00 1.28 3.6 0.88 0.502 -0.609 
         
Increased my GPA 2.08 1.00 2.83 1.40 2.5 1.10 1.252 0.297 
 
        
Facilitated making 
friends quicker 3.91 1.16 4.50 1.17 3.95 1.32 0.903 0.413 
 
 
       
Facilitated making 
friends with common 
interests/goals 
3.75 1.48 4.25 1.22 3.40 1.14 1.704 0.195 
 
 
       
Helped me develop a 
support network with 
peers, staff, and 
faculty 
2.83 1.40 3.75 1.42 3.00 1.21 1.702 0.195 
 
 
       
Facilitated interaction 
with faculty and staff 
outside the classroom 
2.58 1.08 3.17 1.59 2.50 1.19 1.085 0.348 
 
 
       
Increased critical 
thinking skills 2.92 1.31 2.75 1.60 2.65 1.14 0.152 0.859 
         
Increased my self-
awareness 3.17 1.27 3.25 1.48 3.45 1.15 0.208 0.813 




3.00 1.48 2.83 1.64 2.35 1.31 0.873 0.425 
 
 




3.17 1.34 3.42 1.44 2.80 1.36 0.794 0.459 
N=49  (2016-17 n=12; 2017-18 n=17; 2018-19 n=20) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 






Objective Accomplishment and Tutoring Participation 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives for students who did or did not participate in tutoring. There were no significant 
differences in students’ perceptions of accomplishment of LLC objectives based on participation 





















Independent T-Test Results Comparing Objective Accomplishment with Participation in Tutoring 
Objective Tutoring No Tutoring t p 
 M SD M SD   
Facilitate transition to college 3.60 1.24 3.67 1.02 -0.196 0.846 
 
      
Increased my GPA 2.60 1.40 2.24 1.03 0.884 0.387 
 
      
Facilitated making friends quicker 4.13 1.30 3.94 1.25 0.492 0.625 
 
      
Facilitated making friends with 
common interests and goals 3.80 1.52 3.55 1.28 0.618 0.54 
 
 
     
Helped me develop a support group 
with peers, staff, and faculty 3.47 1.64 2.88 1.22 1.24          0.228 
 
      
Facilitated interaction with faculty 
and staff outside the classroom 2.80 1.32 2.64 1.34 0.393 0.696 
 
 
     
Increased my critical thinking skills 2.73 1.44 2.67 1.29 0.16 0.874 
 
      
Increased my self-awareness  3.20 1.67 3.21 1.11 -0.026 0.98 
 
      
Allowed meaningful connections 
with the community 3.10 1.67 2.52 1.35 1.22 0.229 
 
 
     
Provided additional residence hall 
leadership opportunities 3.27 1.49 2.82 1.33 1.04 0.303 
N=49 (Tutoring n=15; No Tutoring n=33) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally 
Accomplished; 3=Somewhat Accomplished; 4=Substantially Accomplished; 5=Fully 
Accomplished 
 
Objective Accomplishment and Participation in PASS 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives for students who did or did not participate in PASS. There were statistically 
significant differences at the p < .05 level for seven objectives: facilitate transition to college (M 
= 4.27, SD = .786); facilitated making friends with common interests and goals (M = 4.45, SD = 
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1.04); helped me develop a support network with peers, staff, and faculty (M = 4.18, SD = .982); 
facilitated interaction with faculty and staff outside the classroom (M = 3.56, SD = 1.44), 
increased my critical thinking skills (M = 3.55, SD = 1.29), increased my self-awareness (M = 
4.10, SD = 1.14), and provided additional residence hall leadership opportunities (M = 3.82, SD 
= 1.33).  The data are provided in Table 18. 
Table 18 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Objective Accomplishment with Participation in PASS  
Objective PASS No PASS   
 M SD M SD t p 
Facilitate transition to college 4.27 0.786 3.5 1.1 2.15 0.037 
       
Increased my GPA 2.82 1.25 2.26 1.13 1.4 0.168 
       
Facilitated making friends quicker 4.45 1.29 3.89 1.23 1.32 0.194 
       
Facilitated making friends with 
common interests and goals 4.45 1.04 3.42 1.31 2.41 0.020 
       
Helped me develop a support 
network with peers, staff, and faculty 4.18 0.98 2.79 1.34 3.2 0.002 
       
Facilitated interaction with faculty 
and staff outside the classroom 3.56 1.44 2.50 1.25 2.37 0.022 
       
Increased my critical thinking skills 3.55 1.29 2.47 1.25 2.49 0.016 
       
Increased my self-awareness 4.10 1.14 3.00 1.25 2.59 0.013 
       
Allowed meaningful connections 
with the Jacksonville community 3.18 1.25 2.55 1.48 1.28 0.207 
       
Provided additional residence hall 
leadership opportunities 3.82 1.33 2.76 1.34 2.3 0.025 
N=49  (PASS n=11; No PASS n=38) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 3=Somewhat 






Objective Accomplishment and Receipt of Supplemental Instruction 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives for students who did or did not participate in Supplemental Instruction.  There were no 
statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did not 
participate in Supplemental Instruction and students’ perceptions of the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives.  These data are provided in Table 19. 
Table 19 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Objective Accomplishment Compared to Receipt of 
Supplemental Instruction           
Objective    SI No SI t p 
 M SD M SD  
 
Facilitate transition to college 3.76 1.06 3.55 1.51 0.656 0.515 
       
Increased my GPA 2.59 1.21 2.10 1.07 1.450 0.155 
       
Facilitated making friends quicker 4.03 1.27 4.00 1.26 0.094 0.926 
       
Facilitated making friends with 
common interests and goals 3.93 1.22 3.25 1.37 1.820 0.075 
       
Helped me develop a support 
network with peers, staff, and faculty 3.28 1.49 2.85 1.23 1.060 0.296 
       
Facilitated interaction with faculty 
and staff outside the classroom 2.69 1.42 2.80 1.28 -0.278 0.782 
       
Increased my critical thinking skills  2.86 1.27 2.50 1.40 0.941 0.352 
       
Increased my self-awareness 3.45 1.30 2.95 1.28 1.330 0.190 
       
Allowed meaningful connections 
with the Jacksonville community 2.72 1.36 2.65 1.60 0.175 0.862 
       
Provided additional residence hall 
leadership opportunities 3.10 1.35 2.85 1.50 0.253 0.539 
N=49  (SI n=29; No SI n=20) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 3=Somewhat 




Comparing Objective Accomplishment Compared by Sex 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives between males and females.  There were no statistically significant difference at the p 
< 0.05 level between male and female students and students’ perceptions of the accomplishment 
of LLC objectives.  These data are provided in Table 20. 
Table 20 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Objective Accomplishment Compared by Sex   
Objective    Female  Male  t p 
 
M        SD M      SD 
  
Facilitate transition to college 3.71 1.07 3.54 1.20 0.489 0.627 
       
Increased my GPA 2.31 1.13 2.62 1.33 -0.782 0.438 
       
Facilitated making friends 
quicker 4.03 1.27 3.92 1.26 0.256 0.799 
       
Facilitated making friends with 
common interests and goals 3.69 1.28 3.46 1.45 0.521 0.605 
       
Helped me develop a support 
network with peers, staff, and 
faculty 3.14 1.40 2.92 1.44 0.481 0.633 
       
Facilitated interaction with 
faculty and staff outside the 
classroom 2.60 1.35 3.00 1.35 -0.909 0.368 
       
Increased my critical thinking 
skills  2.89 1.41 2.31 1.03 1.350 0.185 
       
Increased my self-awareness 3.40 1.38 2.85 1.07 1.310 0.197 
       
Allowed meaningful connections 
with the Jacksonville community 2.86 1.48 2.38 1.33 1.010 0.318 
       
Provided additional residence 
hall leadership opportunities 2.91 1.48 3.31 1.18 -0.859 0.359 
N=49  (Female n=35; Male n=13) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 3=Somewhat 




Objective Accomplishment by Employment Status 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the accomplishment of LLC 
objectives between students who were employed and those who were not.  There were no 
statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between employed and unemployed 
students and students’ perceptions of the accomplishment of LLC objectives.  These data are 
provided in Table 21. 
Table 21 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Objective Accomplishment by Employment Status   
Objective    Not Employed Employed t p 
 M SD M SD   
Facilitate transition to college 3.91 0.94 3.61 1.13 0.81 0.420 
       
Increased my GPA 2.36 1.12 2.40 1.20 -0.08 0.939 
       
Facilitated making friends quicker 4.09 1.30 4.00 1.25 0.21 0.834 
       
Facilitated making friends with common 
interests and goals 3.82 0.87 3.61 1.42 0.61 0.549 
       
Helped me develop a support network 
with peers, staff, and faculty 3.45 1.04 3.00 1.47 0.96 0.344 
       
Facilitated interaction with faculty and 
staff outside the classroom 3.18 1.08 2.61 1.41 1.25 0.216 
       
Increased my critical thinking skills  3.18 1.47 2.58 1.27 1.34 0.186 
       
Increased my self-awareness 3.64 1.12 3.13 1.34 1.14 0.261 
       
Allowed meaningful connections with the 
Jacksonville community 3.00 1.18 2.61 1.52 0.91 0.431 
       
Provided additional residence hall 
leadership opportunities 3.00 0.89 3.00 1.52 0.00 1.000 
N=49  (Not Employed n=11; Employed n=38) Scale: 1=Not Accomplished; 2=Minimally Accomplished; 





Student Perceptions of Academic Experiences by Year of Participation 
 A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
relationship between students’ perceptions of the LLC academic experience and the year in 
which the students participated in the LLC.  There were no statistically significant differences at 
the p < 0.05 level between the years of participation and students’ perceptions of the academic 
experience.  These data are provided in Table 22. 
Table 22 
ANOVA Results of Student Perceptions of Academic Experiences by Year of Participation  
Academic Experience 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 F p 
 
M SD M SD M SD 
  
Life in my LLC was 
intellectually stimulating 3.08 1.24 3.67 1.15 3.40 1.19 0.719 0.493 
         
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for 
students to do well 
academically 3.58 1.00 4.25 1.14 3.55 1.19 1.630 0.209 
         
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantial time 
to studying 3.25 1.14 3.83 1.19 3.27 1.17 2.270 0.116 
         
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other's 
academic achievements 3.67 0.89 4.08 1.16 3.75 0.967 0.601 0.553 
         
Faculty/staff in my LLC 
spent time helping 
students succeed 
academically 2.83 1.03 3.50 1.17 3.15 1.23 0.991 0.380 
         
It was easy for students to 
form study groups in my 
LLC 3.92 0.79 4.17 1.40 3.93 1.15 0.372 0.692 
         
My LLC provided 
effective academic 
support 3.17 1.03 3.92 1.08 3.40 1.15 1.380 0.263 
N=49 (2016-2017 n=12; 2017-2018 n=12; 2018-2019 n=20) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither 




Perceptions of Academic Experiences and Participation in Tutoring 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of academic 
experiences between students who did or did not participate in tutoring.  There were no 
statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did not 
participate in tutoring and their perceptions of academic experiences.  These data are provided in 
Table 23. 
Table 23 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Academic Experiences with Participation 
in Tutoring             
Academic Experience Tutoring No Tutoring t p 
 M SD M SD   
Life in my LLC was 
intellectually stimulating 3.20 1.52 3.36 0.96 -0.383 0.706 
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for students 
to do well academically 3.87 1.19 3.55 1.10 0.919 0.363 
       
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantial time to 
studying 3.20 1.15 3.21 1.19 -0.033 0.974 
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other's 
academic achievements 3.93 1.22 3.67 0.92 0.836 0.407 
Faculty/staff in my LLC spent 
time helping students succeed 
academically 3.00 1.20 3.12 1.17 -0.331 0.742 
It was easy for students to form 
study groups in my LLC 4.20 1.15 3.58 1.17 1.720 0.092 
My LLC provided effective 
academic support 3.73 1.28 3.21 1.11 1.440 0.158 
N=49  (Tutoring n=15; No Tutoring n=33) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither 





Perceptions of Academic Experiences and Participation in Supplemental Instruction 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of academic 
experiences between students who did or did not participate in Supplemental Instruction.  There 
were no statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did 
not participate in Supplemental Instruction and their perceptions of academic experiences.  These 
data are provided in Table 24. 
Table 24 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Academic Experiences with Participation 
in Supplemental Instruction           
Academic Experience SI No SI t p 
 M SD M SD   
Life in my LLC was intellectually 
stimulating 3.59 1.15 3.00 1.12 1.77 0.083 
       
There was sufficient peer support in 
my LLC for students to do well 
academically 3.86 1.16 3.40 1.05 1.43 0.160 
       
Most students in my LLC devoted 
substantial time to studying 3.38 1.12 3.00 1.21 1.13 0.265 
       
Students in my LLC were supportive of 
each other's academic achievements 3.90 1.01 3.55 1.00 1.18 0.242 
       
Faculty/staff in my LLC spent time 
helping students succeed academically 3.31 1.14 2.80 1.15 1.54 0.131 
       
It was easy for students to form study 
groups in my LLC 3.97 1.09 3.55 1.32 1.21 0.233 
       
My LLC provided effective academic 
support 3.66 1.17 3.00 1.08 1.99 0.053 
N=49  (SI n=29; No SI n=20) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 






Perceptions of Academic Experiences and Participation in PASS 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of academic 
experiences between students who did or did not participate in PASS.  Students who participated 
in PASS (M = 4.27, SD = .905), compared to students who did not (M = 3.08, SD = 1.10), 
demonstrated statistically significant higher degrees of achievement on one objective, life in my 
LLC was intellectually stimulating, t(47)=3.66, p = .002.  These data are provided in Table 25. 
Table 25 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Academic Experiences with Participation 
in PASS             
Academic Experience PASS No PASS t p 
 M SD M SD   
Life in my LLC was 
intellectually stimulating 4.27 0.91 3.08 1.10 3.66 0.002 
       
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for 
students to do well 
academically 4.10 1.38 3.55 1.03 1.41 0.165 
       
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantial time to 
studying 3.45 0.93 3.16 1.21 0.74 0.461 
       
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other's 
academic achievements 4.18 0.87 3.63 1.02 1.62 0.113 
Faculty/staff in my LLC 
spent time helping students 
succeed academically 3.73 1.27 2.92 1.08 2.10 0.041 
       
It was easy for students to 
form study groups in my 
LLC 4.27 1.27 3.66 1.15 1.53 0.133 
My LLC provided 
effective academic support 3.91 1.14 3.24 1.15 1.71 0.093 
N=49  (PASS n=11; No PASS n=38) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree 
nor Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree 
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Perceptions of Academic Experiences and Sex 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of academic 
experiences between males and females.  There were no statistically significant differences at the 
p < 0.05 level between males and females and their perceptions of academic experiences.  These 
data are provided in Table 26. 
Table 26 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Academic Experiences with Sex   
Academic Experience Female (n=35) Male (n=13) t p 
 M SD M SD  
 
Life in my LLC was 
intellectually stimulating 3.4 1.22 3.23 1.09 0.439 0.662 
       
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for 
students to do well 
academically 3.63 1.14 3.77 1.17 -0.378 0.707 
       
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantial time to 
studying 3.17 1.12 3.38 1.33 -0.556 0.581 
       
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other's 
academic achievements 3.69 1.02 3.92 1.04 -0.712 0.48 
       
Faculty/staff in my LLC 
spent time helping students 
succeed academically 3.06 1.21 3.30 1.03 -0.661 0.512 
       
It was easy for students to 
form study groups in my 
LLC 3.74 1.29 3.92 0.954 -0.458 0.649 
       
My LLC provided effective 
academic support 3.43 1.17 3.31 1.25 0.312 0.756 
N=49  (Female n=35; Male n=13) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree 
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Academic Experiences and Work Status 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of academic 
experiences between students who were employed or unemployed.  The findings were 
statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level for two items.  Students who were unemployed (M = 
3.82, SD = .603) were more likely than employed students (M = 3.21, SD = 1.26) to report life in 
the LLC as intellectually stimulating t (47) =2.23, p=0.32.  Students who were unemployed (M =   
3.73, SD = .647) were more likely than employed students (M = 2.92, SD = 1.22) to report 
faculty and staff in the LLC spent time helping students succeed academically.  These data are 



















Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Academic Experiences with Work Status 
Academic Experience Not Employed Employed t p 
 M SD M SD   
Life in my LLC was 
intellectually stimulating 3.82 0.60 3.21 1.26 2.23 0.032 
       
There was sufficient peer 
support in my LLC for students 
to do well academically 3.82 1.17 3.63 1.13 0.48 0.633 
       
Most students in my LLC 
devoted substantial time to 
studying 3.64 0.92 3.11 1.20 1.35 0.184 
       
Students in my LLC were 
supportive of each other's 
academic achievements 3.91 0.83 3.71 1.06 0.57 0.572 
       
Faculty/staff in my LLC spent 
time helping students succeed 
academically 3.73 0.65 2.92 1.22 2.91 0.007 
       
It was easy for students to form 
study groups in my LLC 3.45 1.29 3.89 1.16 -1.08 0.285 
       
My LLC provided effective 
academic support 3.64 0.67 3.32 1.28 1.11 0.277 
N=49 (Not Employed n=11; Employed n=38)  Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree 
 
Perceptions of Social Climate by Year of Participation 
 A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the 
relationship between students’ perceptions of the LLC social climate and the year in which the 
students participated in the LLC.  There were no statistically significant differences at the p < 
0.05 level between the years of participation and students’ perceptions of the social climate.  





ANOVA Results of Student Perceptions of Social Climate by Year of Participation    
Social Climate 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019       F p 
 M SD M SD M SD   
Students in my LLC 
were appreciative of 
people from different 
cultures 4.08 0.67 4.00 0.74 4.00 1.78 0.054 0.947 
Students in my LLC 
were concerned with 
helping and supporting 
one another 3.83 0.58 4.08 1.16 3.45 1.10 1.580 0.219 
Students in my LLC 
were appreciative of 
individuals from 
different religions 3.92 0.52 3.67 0.78 3.85 0.67 0.466 0.631 
Students in my LLC 
were appreciative of 
individuals from 
different races 4.17 0.72 4.00 0.74 3.75 0.91 1.030 0.366 
Students in my LLC 
were appreciative of 
individuals from 
different genders 4.08 0.67 4.17 0.72 3.85 0.88 0.707 0.499 
Students in my LLC 
were appreciative of 
individuals from 
different sexual 
orientations 3.92 0.67 4.00 0.74 3.95 0.83 0.036 0.964 




in my LLC 3.33 0.99 3.67 1.23 3.80 0.95 0.759 0.475 
         
My LLC provided 
valuable social support 3.92 0.67 4.08 1.24 3.55 0.98 1.260 0.296 
N=49  (2016-17 n=12; 2017-18 n=12; 2018-19 n=20) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 
Disagree; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree 
 
Perceptions of Social Climate and Participation in Tutoring 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of social 
climate between students who did or did not participate in tutoring.  There were no statistically 
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significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did not participate in 
tutoring and their perceptions of the social climate.  These data are provided in Table 29. 
Table 29 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Social Climate with Participation in 
Tutoring             
Social Climate Tutoring No Tutoring     t p 
  M SD M SD   
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of people from 
different cultures 3.87 0.64 4.06 0.75 -0.869 0.389 
       
Students in my LLC were 
concerned with helping and 
supporting one another 3.67 1.23 3.79 0.89 -0.386 0.701 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different religions 3.73 0.70 3.85 0.62 -0.573 0.570 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different races 3.93 0.70 3.91 0.84 0.097 0.923 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different genders 3.87 0.83 4.03 0.73 -0.690 0.494 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different sexual orientations 3.80 0.68 3.97 0.77 -0.734 0.467 
       
Students from different cultures 
interacted frequently in my LLC 3.53 1.06 3.64 0.99 -0.326 0.746 
       
My LLC provided valuable social 
support 4.00 1.13 3.64 0.90 1.200 0.237 
N=49  (Tutoring n=15; No Tutoring n=33) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree; 






Perceptions of Social Climate and Participation in Supplemental Instruction (SI) 
 
 An independent t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of social climate 
between students who did or did not participate in Supplemental Instruction (SI).  There were no 
statistically significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did not 





Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Social Climate with Participation in 
Supplemental Instruction (SI)           
Social Climate SI No SI    t p 
 M   SD M SD   
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of people from 
different cultures 3.97 0.73 4.05 0.69 -0.407 0.686 
Students in my LLC were 
concerned with helping and 
supporting one another 3.79 1.08 3.65 0.88 0.491 0.626 
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different religions 3.86 0.64 3.75 0.64 0.603 0.549 
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different races 3.86 0.83 4.00 0.73 -0.600 0.552 
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different genders 4.03 0.73 3.90 0.79 0.613 0.543 
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different sexual orientations 4.03 0.68 3.75 0.79 1.350 0.184 
Students from different cultures 
interacted frequently in my LLC 3.69 1.04 3.50 0.95 0.651 0.518 
       
My LLC provided valuable social 
support 3.86 1.03 3.60 0.88 0.929 0.358 
N=49 (SI n=29; No SI n=20) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4=Agree; 
5=Strongly Agree 
 
Perceptions of Social Climate and Participation in PASS 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of social 
climate between students who did or did not participate in PASS.  There were no statistically 
significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who did or did not participate in 




Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Social Climate with Participation in PASS 
Social Climate PASS No PASS      t p 
 M SD M SD   
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
people from different cultures 3.91 0.83 4.03 0.68 -0.480 0.633 
       
Students in my LLC were concerned with 
helping and supporting one another 3.72 1.27 3.74 0.92 -0.028 0.978 
       
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different religions 3.73 0.47 3.84 0.68 -0.524 0.603 
       
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different races 4.00 0.63 3.89 0.83 0.388 0.700 
       
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different genders 3.91 0.83 4.00 0.74 -0.351 0.727 
       
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different sexual orientations 4.00 0.63 3.89 0.76 0.417 0.679 
       
Students from different cultures interacted 
frequently in my LLC 3.91 0.70 3.53 1.06 1.130 0.266 
       
My LLC provided valuable social support 4.18 0.98 3.63 0.94 1.650 0.098 
N=49  (PASS n=11; No PASS n=38) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree; 







Perceptions of Social Climate by Sex 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of social 
climate between males and females.  There were no statistically significant differences at the p < 
0.05 level between males and females.  These data are provided in Table 32. 
Table 32 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Social Climate with Sex    
Social Climate Female Male   t p 
 M SD M SD  
 
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
people from different cultures 4.00 0.64 3.92 0.86 0.293 0.773 
Students in my LLC were concerned with 
helping and supporting one another 3.66 1.03 3.92 0.95 -0.812 0.421 
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different religions 3.89 0.58 3.69 0.75 0.944 0.350 
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different races 4.06 0.59 3.46 1.05 1.930 0.072 
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different genders 3.91 0.70 4.08 0.86 -0.670 0.506 
Students in my LLC were appreciative of 
individuals from different sexual 
orientations 3.91 0.66 3.85 0.90 0.250 0.775 
Students from different cultures interacted 
frequently in my LLC 3.66 0.94 3.46 1.20 0.595 0.555 
My LLC provided valuable social support 3.74 0.95 3.77 1.09 -0.082 0.935 
N=49 (Female n=35; Male n=13) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4=Agree; 
5=Strongly Agree 
 
Perceptions of Social Climate by Work Status 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the perceptions of social 
climate between students who were employed or unemployed.  There were no statistically 
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significant differences at the p < 0.05 level between students who were employed or 
unemployed.  These data are provided in Table 33. 
Table 33 
Independent T-Test Results Comparing Perceptions of Social Climate with Work Status   
Social Climate Not Employed Employed t p 
  M SD   M   SD   
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of people from 
different cultures 3.91 0.70 4.03 0.72 -0.480 0.633 
       
Students in my LLC were 
concerned with helping and 
supporting one another 3.82 1.08 3.71 0.98 0.313 0.756 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different religions 3.91 0.70 3.79 0.62 0.546 0.587 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different races 4.00 0.45 3.89 0.86 0.541 0.592 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different genders 4.09 0.30 3.95 0.84 0.879 0.384 
       
Students in my LLC were 
appreciative of individuals from 
different sexual orientations 3.91 0.54 3.92 0.78 -0.047 0.962 
       
Students from different cultures 
interacted frequently in my LLC 3.36 0.92 3.68 1.02 -0.939 0.353 
       
My LLC provided valuable social 
support 3.82 0.87 3.74 1.00 0.243 0.809 
N=49 (Not Employed n=11; Employed n=38) Scale: 1=Strong Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree nor 





LLC FACULTY AND STAFF INTERVIEWS 
 Faculty and staff who supported LLCs between fall 2015 through spring 2019 received 
invitations to be interviewed using the LLC Faculty/Staff Interview Protocol (Appendix G).  
Between March and May 2020, nine of the 18 eligible LLC faculty and staff responded 
positively and were interviewed by the co-investigator. 
Data Collection 
 LLC faculty and staff received invitations to participate in the LLC Faculty/Staff 
Interview Protocol (Appendix G). In the invitation, interested participants were directed to a 
Qualtrics link to identify their interest and contact information.  The researcher reached out to 
interested participants via email to schedule the interviews.  The nine interviews were conducted 
via recorded Zoom video sessions; the recordings are stored on a secure server.  
 The interviews utilized the LLC Faculty/Staff Interview Protocol, located in Appendix G.  
The interview was semi-structured and included four primary research questions; each research 
question subsequently had four sub-questions aligned with the primary research question. 
Participant Characteristics and Attributes 
 The nine participants represented five LLCs: the STEM LLC, Brooks College of Health 
LLC, Hicks Honors College LLC, Honors L.E.A.D. LLC, and the Gender Inclusive Housing 
LLC.  Due to the confidential nature of the interviews, specific names and positions will not be 
identified in the study. 
 While the LLC Faculty/Staff Interview Protocol (Appendix G) involved a total of 20 
questions, most participants answered questions in a semi-structured manner that in turn 
answered multiple questions at a time.  The results are organized below according to the four 
main research questions: participant roles in the LLC, participants’ experiences as a result of 
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supporting the LLC, participants’ perceptions of their LLC partnerships, and participants’ 
perceptions of the students’ experiences in the LLC. 
Participant Roles with the LLCs 
 Participants included nine faculty and staff representing multiple UNF academic and 
student affairs units.  Some interviewees had assigned work responsibilities related to the LLC, 
while others volunteered their time with the LLC.  Two of the nine participants described their 
roles as evolving over time depending on the university or academic department’s strategic 
goals.   
 Participants had the opportunity to share how they became involved in their LLCs.  Two 
participants reported a particular passion for working with students living in the residence halls. 
Three participants indicated other LLC Advisory Board members invited them to provide 
programs and events for students, and, as a result, all three participants eventually joined their 
LLC’s advisory board.  All of the participants indicated a passion for getting involved as a way 
to positively impact students and contribute to their learning.   
 Two of the LLCs represented by interviewees included LLC coursework.  One 
participant shared their LLC seminar provided organization and structure to what had previously 
been a purely co-curricular experience.  Two participants described the LLC course as an 
integral touchpoint to connect faculty and staff with students.   
 Participants offered myriad feedback on how their assigned LLCs aligned with their 
academic or student affairs department’s mission and strategic goals.  Five participants indicated 
that a primary goal of the LLC was to integrate major exploration and career exploration into the 
first year experience; one participant hoped the LLC experience would help students “find their 
best fit major early on.”  Three participants described a goal of connecting students with career 
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fairs, local employers, and other career development opportunities in order to support the 
university’s four-year graduation rate goals.  Another participant said the “LLC provides a place 
for hands-on activities and tasks to give students [sic] a better sense of the field. Through that 
process, they learn whether or not a major resonates with them.”  Two participants described 
their department’s goals to connect students with alumni to show students what they can do right 
after graduation.  Another participant described an LLC’s development of an intentional major 
exploration project that culminated in a service-learning trip to give students a combination of 
classroom major exploration and community-based learning focused on career exploration. 
 Two participants described their LLC’s goal as focused on working from a social justice 
lens to empower students and “showcase diversity.” Another participant described a 
departmental goal focused on integrating international student connections and community 
engagement.  LLC faculty and staff want students to find friends and faculty and staff mentors 
that help them feel comfortable in their new college environment.  All interviewees shared one 
strategic goal: creating a sense of belonging for their students. One participant described the LLC 
as “the best tool to create that sense of belonging.”  Two participants noted the importance of the 
LLC being a safe space for students to live and align with their identities, interests, and goals. 
Participant Evaluation of Their LLC Experiences 
 The second set of questions asked participants to describe the quality of their experiences.  
Participants described their most enjoyable and challenging experiences, memorable students, 
and what they would change about their LLC program.   
Enjoyable Experiences 
 Five of the participants described their own personal fulfillment as a result of supporting 
their LLCs.  One participant shared, “it was a joy, and you got a sense that you’re helping them 
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navigate the first year of college.”  Another participant noted “being a part of the LLC has 
allowed me to connect with students who wouldn’t normally connect with our office.”  Another 
participant described how much they enjoy seeing students they met during the LLC retreat come 
back to visit their office. 
 Four participants described their most enjoyable experiences as occurring in the LLC 
class.  All participants noted how their participation enhanced their ability to build relationships 
with students in a way that shifted their relationships from teacher/student to more of an even 
playing field.  One participant described the powerful experience their service-learning class 
provided to students, noting how the class “drastically changed students’ behaviors…it was [sic] 
unexpectedly really awesome.” 
 Three participants described their most enjoyable experiences in helping to create a 
seamless living and learning environment for students. Participants felt the LLC created a sense 
of community that was “immersive.”  Two participants described an end of the semester 
experience that brought their LLC involvement full circle; they “truly blend the living and the 
learning.”  One participant felt moving the LLC co-curricular experiences out of the residence 
hall into the classroom resulted in students not having the same seamless experience.  One 
participant described the impact of the LLC course helping a specific student “grow in her 
confidence in her decision-making.”   
 Four participants reported their favorite part of the LLC experience was helping students 
experience transformative moments, particularly through active learning experiences.  All four 
participants described enjoying the ability to provide students with hands-on opportunities to test 
out their majors in a safe environment.  Three participants noted the way the LLC gives students 
an opportunity to perform creative problem solving in and out of the class.  One participant said 
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they “love the ways the LLC program helps students find better versions of themselves, where 
they want to go, and how they can get there.” 
Challenges 
 Participants described challenges with faculty involvement, student expectations, student 
community group challenges, and mismatches between LLC faculty and staff expectations for 
the experiences.  Four participants described specific challenges with faculty involvement.  One 
participant described their LLC as having relatively diverse faculty involvement and 
representation from a variety of academic departments.  Despite this breadth of representation, 
the participant felt the LLCs “need faculty who need a passion and heart for first-year students, 
and that’s lacking at UNF.”  The participant noted there are several UNF faculty just learning 
about LLCs, and many LLCs have been around for almost a decade. Another participant echoed 
these thoughts in suggesting it “takes a special faculty member to really enter in.  Faculty get 
uncomfortable with students.  You need to be able to joke with students and remember they’re 
18 year olds.  You need to help to teach them and interact with them in their space, and faculty 
are afraid.”  The same participant would love if faculty lived in the LLC, but suggested it “takes 
a very special faculty member to do that.”  Another participant noted that faculty are interested in 
being involved, but faculty are not available when students are.  Most successful student events 
happen in the evening, so the LLC co-curricular experience requires faculty to go above and 
beyond.  The participant felt the challenge was to find the compromise between student 
accessibility around their course schedule and bringing in meaningful activities from the faculty. 
 Four participants identified challenges related to students’ expectations versus the reality 
of their LLC experience.  Seven participants suggested students do not participate in LLC co-
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curricular activities to the degree that they had hoped, while another participant felt, “getting 
students to see the value is a challenge.” 
 Three participants identified challenges that come along with students sharing living 
spaces, while two participants highlighted the impact roommate conflicts can have on the overall 
community.  LLC students develop such close relationships that roommate conflicts and other 
small-scale disagreements can fester and have a negative effect on the community if left 
unchecked.  Two participants related experiences in which LLC students disagreed with LLC 
faculty or staff decisions, and the students grouped together and made challenges larger than they 
needed to be.  One participant noted they cannot take these “occasional mutinies personally…but 
you have to pay attention so it doesn’t damage the community.” Another participant reported not 
minding when students commiserate over challenges and viewed such venting as an “opportunity 
to teach incredibly valuable lessons.” 
 The last set of challenges involved mismatches between LLC partner expectations.  One 
participant felt most faculty are not prepared for the social, emotional, and psychological 
challenges associated with supporting first-year students.  Another participant indicated 
onboarding new faculty is a challenge because student events are typically held in the evening.  
Faculty often have other obligations or are not interested in attending or supporting evening 
events. One participant described the challenge of building their LLC without a formal structure.  
Newer LLCs follow a specific developmental path, but the older LLCs emerged from grassroots 
efforts. The participant described challenges related to unspoken and unclear expectations. 
 Two participants discussed specific challenges between their unit’s work and the 
Department of Housing and Residence Life’s policies and practices.  One participant described 
struggling in years past because housing staff did not inform their unit of upcoming 
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communications or housing application deadlines.  The participant did, however, report this 
communication had improved in recent years.  The second participant felt their unit and the 
housing staff had different levels and types of competencies, and at times, it was like the 
departments were speaking different languages to the same student. 
Standout Students 
 The third question asked participants to describe standout students or groups of students 
in their LLCs.  Three participants mentioned students in the LLC courses.  One participant 
reported he could think of eight students who stood out for their participation in the LLC 
seminar, and he suspects this was because the class allowed him to “get to know them at a deeper 
level.”  He saw his role as both teacher and mentor, and such a dual role allowed him to have a 
stronger knowledge of his students.  A second participant felt he knows his LLC course students 
better than other first year students; he described his class as a “home base” for students living 
and learning at UNF.  A third participant described one full cohort of students as particularly 
collaborative and relational. The students in the LLC course would regularly pull their tables into 
circles and come to class early to socialize and support one another. 
 Five participants reported their standout students were student staff members, including 
Resident Assistants (RAs), Learning Community Assistants (LCAs), and other peer leaders on 
campus who supported the LLC.  One participant described an RA who had limited direct 
experience with their LLC; the participant praised her for constantly trying to learn more about 
her students’ LLC and interest areas. Another participant shared their LCA had experience with 
multiple opportunities related to their LLC, and as a result, she could “see where they (the 
students) were not connecting the dots.”  The LCA played a critical role in how everything 
worked together in and out of the class, helped the community to be more cohesive and 
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successful, and helped her LLC faculty member “see things she would not have seen.”  Two 
participants described a specific LCA who went above and beyond to develop her LLC.  She 
would “do all she could to keep students connected.”  The participants described the student as 
caring and noted that in a year when she was required to host 24 programs for her students, she 
ended up hosting 78 programs and dozens of individual conversations and meetings with her 
students.  A final participant shared information about the student leaders who helped to develop 
their LLC and praised their dedication to their community above and beyond traditional student-
leader expectations. 
Proposed Changes 
 The final question asked participants to share the changes they would make to their 
specific LLC or the LLC program in general.  Participants were asked to ignore traditional 
boundaries, such as finances and other resources, in order to allow themselves to dream. 
 One participant suggested they would like to see “dynamic faculty involved who are 
passionate about first year students, faculty who bring (their field) alive to students…it doesn’t 
take extra finances, just a heart for students.”  The participant went on to share their perspective 
that every LLC should have a First Year Advisor on their LLC advisory board: “it just makes 
sense…they’re [sic] the ones who see the students.”  First Year Advisors could make the 
experience more cohesive due to advisors’ knowledge of the academic calendar and students’ 
holistic needs. 
 Four participants would make changes to the LLC residential facilities.  One participant 
noted that they would specifically change the pricing of their LLC’s assigned residence hall.  
They noted that the LLC’s current assigned residence hall is expensive and leads to more 
privileged students living in the space, and they wonder if “students from a lower SES 
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background might benefit the most” from the LLC experience.  Three participants described an 
interest in LLC residential spaces that were open to students in multiple grade levels; the current 
housing structure for LLCs houses first-year students in first-year residence halls and returning 
students in returning student residence halls with little opportunity for mixed communities.  One 
participant shared “LLC students 100% have the best experience,” and the participant wished 
any LLC student who wanted to could start and continue their LLC experience in a more 
“contiguous’ community.  Another participant described a desire for a multiuse residence hall 
that would allow for multiple subgroups of students with different spaces and interests to create a 
sense of “smaller, connected families.”  A participant echoed these thoughts and shared that 
many LLC students work together to find apartments near each other after their first year and 
that as a result, a second year experience for the LLC might provide a space for the students. The 
participant noted that a mixed-level community could allow for mentoring opportunities between 
first year and returning student peers. 
 Two participants described a desire for changes to the LLC learning experience.  One 
participant would like to have students in a broader variety of majors to allow for more faculty 
mentorship and coaching.  The second participant shared an interest in a more intentional group 
experience focused on student learning. The participant felt the biggest barrier to creating a more 
intentional LLC learning experience was time.  Their LLC students are mainly traditional 
college-aged students but lived non-traditional lives: many work full time off campus. The 
participant enjoyed observing the grassroots relationships the students in the LLC built, but they 






 The third set of questions asked participants to describe and evaluate the partnerships 
they have as a result of serving as an LLC faculty or staff member.  Every participant described 
the Department of Housing and Residence Life staff as their key LLC partners.  Participants 
reported positive experiences working with the housing staff.  One participant shared that 
“housing is great at community and…proactive in developing the program…feedback has been 
helpful and effective. We know you (housing staff) are doing the lion’s share of the work, 
making sure students get placed and feel safe and secure.” Another participant shared similar 
comments on the depth and breadth of work of the housing partners, stating “housing does the 
bulk of the work, we’re on the side advising. They (housing) make sure our students have 
housing and deal with almost everything and let us know what they need from us.”  Four 
participants focused specifically on the communication they receive from the Department of 
Housing and Residence Life as integral to the LLC experience. 
 Five participants mentioned the important partnerships they had with the Learning 
Community Assistants (LCAs), the student staff peer mentors dedicated to the LLCs.  One 
participant asked a former LLC to create a video to promote their LLC, and the college still uses 
the video as a marketing strategy to recruit students to the LLC.  The LCAs share information 
and “connect in useful ways;” one participant described the LCAs as providing intel on 
community insider happenings in the LLC.  Another participant shared that their LCA does a 
great job of reaching out with updates and questions, above and beyond the degree that is 
required. 
 Two participants described the importance of the role of the Resident Assistant (RA) on 
the floor.  The RAs host programs, build community, and enforce housing policies but do not 
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have to have a direct role with the LLCs.  One participant shared that the “RAs are pivotal to 
making sure things run smoothly.”  Another participant shared that it has been a challenge to find 
the right RA for their community.  The participant’s LLC necessitates that the LCA be open to 
differences and able to advocate for students. 
 The remaining comments on housing partnerships were diverse.  One participant shared 
that housing brought LLCs to UNF and drove the LLC structure from the start, but in the 
participant’s perspective, the “ideal structure is when they’re (LLCs) faculty-led…faculty initiate 
everything and partner with housing, and UNF has the opposite, which is not most effective…we 
can keep it going but it’s not ideal.”  The participant shared that at the start, the housing staff 
were not organized, but that now, with newer staff and more stable structures and strategies, 
housing is more organized and provides support to keep the LLC on track.  Another participant 
noted the importance of housing being on board to bring their LLC to campus and seek approvals 
from the General Counsel’s office. 
 A participant highlighted “LLC Pro Devo Day,” a day-long professional development 
experience the housing and residence life staff provided to LLC partners.  The participant shared 
that the ability to partner with other LLC leaders was helpful, and the participant enjoyed the 
peer-to-peer colleague support gained through the experience.  Another participant commented 
that their partnerships with housing have been “stable and longstanding.” 
 Another major theme that emerged was the importance of internal partnerships.  In this 
instance, internal partnerships represent partnerships within or directly tied to the LLC.  For 
example, the STEM LLC’s internal partners would include faculty in the STEM field at UNF. 
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 Every participant shared successful partnerships with other UNF faculty and staff, though 
to varying degrees.  One participant highlighted the involvement of supportive chemistry, math, 
and physics faculty for their LLC.  A participant shared the importance of diverse representation 
on their LLC Advisory Board; they want students to see that anyone can be successful, and they 
described the involvement of faculty and staff of multiple gender identities, racial identities, and 
so on, and how this diversity trickles down to inspiring students. 
 Other participants noted the lack of faculty involvement in their LLCs.  One participant 
shared that they would like to see more of their majors represented by the faculty; the board for 
their LLC included representatives from majors that are not highly enrolled, while also not 
having anyone to represent more popular majors. 
 Three participants mentioned the academic advisors who sit on their advisory boards.  
One participant described the advisor as the one who “really knows the students;” the participant 
also shared that at the college’s biweekly staff meeting, their staff reviews a list of students of 
concern they receive from facilitators, LCAs and graduate students.  The academic advisor 
“always knows them, knows every individual student, and remembers details.” Another 
participant shared how much they appreciated the academic advisor on their LLC advisory board 
brought student assessment data that was integral to shaping the experiences and support the 
board provided to the students.  Two participants described the role of career advisors in their 
LLC.  Both participants mentioned specific LLC advisory board members who brought in career 
experts and alumni to speak to students. 
 Two participants described the evolution of internal partnerships over time.  One 
participant shared that their internal LLC support was disorganized at the start and continues to 
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flounder to this day because the LLC is a “side hustle” for staff with full-time jobs. The second 
participant shared their perspectives on observing LLC support shift over time.  
 Another emergent theme was external partnerships, or partnerships beyond those existing 
within the LLC’s home departments.  Two participants mentioned alumni.  One shared alumni 
are “wonderful” and recommend the LLC as “the richest experience in college.”  A second 
participant mentioned they bring in alumni to participate in the LLC’s end of semester poster 
presentations to help students see the full circle of their LLC experience. Two participants 
mentioned UNF’s Center for Community-Based Learning (CCBL), the campus unit charged with 
supporting service learning and community engagement.  One participant noted the CCBL 
provided integral assessment training; the other participant shared their board tried to work with 
the CCBL to develop community service opportunities, but the CCBL did not have community 
partnerships with agencies connected with their LLC’s mission. One participant mentioned 
UNF’s President and First Lady attended the LLC’s final poster presentations and were 
advocates of their LLC to external audiences. 
 Participants were asked to describe any resources they would need to be successful, and 
all participants mentioned funding: either they had plenty of funding, or they had ideas for how 
to use the funding they had.  Each LLC receives $2500 per year to support their LLC.  Every 
participant who mentioned funding shared they had enough financial resources to support their 
LLC’s programs and initiatives.  Four participants mentioned the specific type of funding LLCs 
receive can be challenging to use. The funds are carry forward funds and have specific 
restrictions; the funds cannot be used on food and must be used on supplies or activities directly 
tied to student learning.  One participant shared “food is necessary to create community and get 
students to be able to come,” but the participant also shared the restrictions “forced us to be 
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creative” and develop innovate experiences for their LLC students, such as a field trip to a local 
city using the “City as Text” curricular approach. Another participant shared they used their LLC 
funds to support an end of year field trip that was later cancelled.  In the future, the participant 
shared they would spend their funding over time versus waiting until the end of the semester. 
 Two participants described a need for specific facilities for the LLCs.  One participant 
shared that initially, finding the right residence hall space for the LLC was a challenge.  Due to 
the accessibility needs of their LLC students, the LLC had to be located in a space that was 
ADA-accessible for wheelchairs and bathrooms that would allow for a safe, gender-inclusive 
experience.  The other participant shared he found the residence hall spaces effective until he 
brought out LLC faculty and staff.  He then learned the LLC’s residence hall was not entirely 
conducive to LLC faculty and staff needs.  The participant shared that once LLC faculty began 
teaching in the residence halls, the process necessitated questions about the best ways to provide 
residence hall access to faculty and how to upgrade technology that was fine for late night pizza 
and movie nights, but not ideal technology for teaching.  The participant also shared the need for 
private spaces for academic advising.  The LLC brought an academic advisor out to provide 
resources and support to students, but a large atrium space does not allow for private 
conversations between advisors and students about career exploration and academic challenges. 
 The final questions about partnerships asked participants to share any requests they had 
for additional resources.  One participant would like more resources, such as staff and finances, 
dedicated to recruiting first-year students to their LLC.  They shared, “maybe us having this [sic] 
LLC could push the students over the edge to get them to come to UNF.” Another participant 
from the LLC shared they are actually concerned about the growth of the LLC because the 
number of student participants is climbing beyond what the facilities and staff can handle.  A 
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participant from another LLC would like to build a faculty fellows program with faculty 
specifically assigned to their LLC.  The participant shared their LLC “relies on people they 
borrow for one class…faculty don’t have a strong investment in the college or the LLC and 
wouldn’t even think of doing office hours in the LLC.”  Two participants would like to have an 
LCA; their particular LLC does not have an LCA.  One of the participants thinks the LCA would 
“give it (the LLC) time and attention.”  The participant would like to have a GA whose only job 
was to focus on their community. They felt like they also start off the year strong with lots of 
plans but the “community is all of our side hustles…when something goes wrong, it has to blow 
up because we didn’t already have a strong relationship with the student.” 
Perceptions of the LLC Students’ Experiences 
 The final subset of interview questions was focused on participant thoughts about 
students’ experiences in the LLC.  Several themes emerged in the analysis of their responses.  
Participants noted the social connections students make with their peers, connections students 
develop with their LLC faculty and staff, the opportunity the LLCs provide for major and career 
exploration, the learning students experience as a result of living in the LLCs, ways in which the 
LLC supports students’ abilities to navigate resources at UNF, thoughts on how students 
perceive their LLC residence hall facilities, and the experiential learning opportunities provided 
within the LLCs. 
 All nine participants described the social connections students develop with their peers as 
a result of living in the LLC.  Students enjoy living together, studying together, and taking 
classes together.  One participant described the students as making “buddies for the duration,” 
and the participant shared the LLC’s end of the year assessment reflected that many participants 
chose to live with their LLC friends after their first year.  Another participant shared students see 
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their experience as overwhelmingly positive; they make their best friends at the LLC retreat, 
connect with the curriculum, and learn and grow with their peers because they (the students) are 
all “going through similar experience.”  The participant indicated students report when they walk 
out of their room, they “always see someone I know…there’s always someone to talk to.”   
 Three participants described the informal social interactions that occur outside of formal 
LLC events.  One participant shared that students in Osprey Crossings love the atrium in their 
residence hall because they can look out their door to see what is happening in the hall and 
“stroll down and pretend you’re doing laundry and then participate if you want.”  Another 
participant shared that students’ favorite moments were “nothing that we organized…little magic 
moments that just happen.”  The participant shared a specific story of an LLC student who 
walked into the Osprey Crossings atrium, stood on a table, and started singing opera.  All of the 
LLC students came out of their rooms to see what was happening and had their own spontaneous 
community moment.  It was a moment that “felt like magic…a moment of connection and 
beauty.” 
 Three participants shared ways in which the LLC experience affected introverted 
students.  One participant described the LLC as a “good place for introverted students to 
participate in a non-threatening way.”  Another participant cautioned, however, that the intense 
community can be “too much.”  The third participant shared their LLC students are often 
stereotyped as smart introverts, and the participant hopes the LLC helps the students push 
themselves outside of their comfort zones. 
 Three participants mentioned the importance of creating a comfortable living 
environment.  One participant reported their post-assessment with LLC participants contained 
qualitative data indicating that students were “in a place where they can feel comfortable…it’s a 
95 
 
safe space.”  A second participant spoke directly to the idea of a safe space. The LLC provided a 
“safe and comfortable space for people to be, exist…a respite, a [sic] family unit on campus, a 
respite for people.”  The participant explained their goal was to “create a living community that 
felt safe and allowed students to grow develop.” 
 Two participants shared challenges regarding social connections.  First, students who do 
not choose to live in their LLC end up disappointed due to lower levels of peer social 
engagement.  Another participant suggested that sometimes, roommate conflicts and cliques 
develop and create challenges in the community. 
Major and Career Exploration 
 Four participants felt LLCs provide students with opportunities to explore their majors 
and post-graduation career options.  One suggested LLCs helps students decide whether or not 
they like their major enough to continue with it.  The participant said the field experiences 
provided in the LLC help students to have firsthand experience trying out their future career.  
Another participant described a similar concept of trying on a major.  A student “might love 
engineering but might learn they don’t want to be the one planning the road but the one thinking 
about effective traffic patterns.”  Two participants described their LLCs’ goal to expose students 
to future career options through career development activities, such as bringing in local 
employers and alumni to describe their career experiences, inviting faculty to provide talks and 
tours, and resume writing workshops.  All four participants indicated they are comfortable with 
an LLC supporting a student who might not want to stick with their chosen career path; they all 





 Two participants described student commentary on the living-learning community 
facilities in the residence halls.  One participant reported students feeling the distance of the 
LLC’s residence hall is too far from the central core of campus.  Another participant shared 
student concerns about mold and mildew from the humid conditions.  The egg chairs in Osprey 
Crossings residence hall, home to several LLCs, are a huge hit. Several participants provided 
comments about how much students enjoy sitting in the comfortable chairs and sharing time with 
friends. 
Connections to LLC Faculty and Staff 
 Some participants reported strong connections in and out of class with students, while 
others described lower levels of engagement among LLC faculty, staff, and students.  One 
participant shared how much they enjoy seeing students outside of class and greets students by 
name: “any time you can use a student’s name, it makes a difference.”  The same participant 
shared the connections LLC faculty have with students prevent students from slipping through 
the cracks.   
 Some LLC faculty and staff reported students shared their connections to LLC faculty 
and staff were “weaker than they expected,” and some students expected their experience to be 
“more robust.”  One participant suggested that students have connections with LLC faculty and 
staff but truly authentic mentoring relationships are missing. 
 One interview question focused on the frequency with which LLC students visited LLC 
faculty and staff offices.  One participant noted their broad, open-door policy lends itself to 
students regularly coming by, particularly in their first semester on campus.  Three participants 
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described the importance of students seeing them as “normal” and “human,” and once students 
view them in this capacity, students are more willing to come in and talk.  One participant noted 
that not all students make a connection to one specific person.  For this participant, it was 
important to bring in and involve a variety of faculty and staff in the LLC to help students find at 
least one faculty or staff member that they could visit and consult.  The participant shared their 
dedication to bringing in people from different backgrounds, races, interests, and philosophies.  
Two participants described their LLC students as not particularly involved in their offices or 
departmental events.  One interviewee shared they have observed an uptick of students entering 
their space, but they would like to see more students engage in their services.  
Navigating UNF 
 A third emergent theme was navigating UNF.  Living-learning community faculty and 
staff shared student perspectives on how the LLC helped students navigate university systems.  
One participant described the LLC experience as providing an “extra layer of first year 
support…they know they have multiple people they can go to.”  The participant noted all of their 
students know their academic advisors and are not hesitant to reach out and seek support.  
Another participant described how the LLC connects first-year students to peer leaders who can 
help them navigate “campus systems, formal and informal.” Yet another participant shared 
specific campus navigation skills: how to get to the dining hall, how to find someone to sit with 
in the library, learning the shuttle, and how much time it takes to walk or ride the shuttle to class.  
 Interestingly, one participant described a unique challenge LLC students have as they 
learn to navigate UNF.  Students tend to rely on one another, rather than peer leaders and faculty 
and staff, to help them navigate the university.  As a result, students lean on one another for 
academic support (study groups) instead of attending the free tutoring sessions provided.  In 
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other words, the students had peers journeying alongside them, but those peers did not always 
have the knowledge or skill set to successfully guide one another in navigating the university 
systems. 
Student Learning 
 All nine participants provided detailed accounts and ideas regarding what students learn 
as a result of their LLC experience.  The majority of participants described students learning and 
developing soft skills: how to deal with different people, time management, working 
collaboratively, how to manage themselves and navigate their self-care needs, and “how to make 
the academic enterprise work.” One participant shared that students learn how to learn, how to 
think, and how to concentrate.  Students’ cognitive development and academic study skills 
emerged as a theme.  The LLC helps students find study rooms, develop study sessions, and 
identify academic support services.  Multiple participants described the LLC as integral to 
helping students “learn how to be a student” and be successful throughout their college career.   
 Five participants specifically mentioned LLC participation helped students learn how to 
manage conflicts and challenges with their peers.  One participant suggested the LLC helps 
students learn how to relate to other people and how to deal with problem people. 
 Two participants posited students learn about their identities and the identities of others.  
Both participants described social justice competencies.  One shared that students learn skills 
around resiliency and self-advocacy, how to talk with professors who are not respecting their 
identities, and how to work with their peers to create trust and a shared purpose.  The other 
participant felt students learned about their peers’ diverse identities and beliefs.  One participant 
described students as “coming to know who they are…just like any college student.”  One 
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participant discussed teaching students the meaning of community through readings and 
exercises focused on identity. 
Experiential Learning 
 Three participants highlighted active experiential learning opportunities as integral to 
students’ overall experience in the LLCs.  One of the LLCs had multiple students interested in 
serving in the LLC’s student leadership council, a group of first-year LLC students responsible 
for creating LLC events.  The students developed their own structure for committees and 
position responsibilities in the council and planned events.  One interviewee shared that student 
involvement in the leadership council is indicative of students’ interest to learn outside of the 
classroom.  All three participants believed students learn the most in active, engaging 
environments.  Participants described LLC events that included field trips, tours of labs, visits to 
employers, and hands-on activities that won high marks with students. 
Summary 
 Study participants were 49 students and 9 faculty and staff who participated in UNF 
LLCs between August 2015 and May 2019.  Thirty-five (71.4%) of the student respondents were 
female, 75.5 percent were cisgender, 79.6 percent were Caucasian, and six (12.2%) were first 
generation college students.  Forty-two (85.7%) were Florida residents, and 89.8 percent 
participated in LLCs in the 2016-2017, 2017-2018, or 2018-2019 academic years.  The nine 
faculty and staff participants represented five LLCs. 
 Nearly 70 percent (69.4%) of students reported their LLC experience was either valuable 
or extremely valuable.  Students perceived significant differences in the accomplishment of four 
LLC objectives and the comparison mean; they reported the LLC helped them make friends 
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quicker, facilitated the transition to college, facilitated making friends with common goals, and 
achieved a higher GPA than they might otherwise have gained.  Students reported statistically 
significant results of their perceptions of three LLC academic experiences, and all eight LLC 
social climate factors were statistically significant. 
 There were no significant differences in student perceptions of LLC objective 
accomplishment or LLC academic experiences related to student participation in tutoring or 
supplemental instruction (SI).  There were no significant differences between student perceptions 
of their LLC’s social climate compared to student participation in tutoring, SI, or PASS.  There 
was no significant difference between student perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment, 
academic experiences, or social climate based on student year(s) of LLC participation, and there 
was no significant difference between a student’s sex and perceptions of LLC objective 
accomplishment, academic experiences, or social climate.   
 Students who were employed had a significantly different response to two LLC academic 
experiences.  Students who worked were less likely to report life in the LLC was intellectually 
stimulating and spent less time with faculty and staff.  Students who participated in Peer-
Assisted Student Success (PASS) were much more likely to report accomplishing several of the 
LLC program objectives and report life in the LLC as intellectually stimulating. 
 Faculty and staff responses echoed many of the student perceptions.  Faculty and staff 
shared the ways in which they created an environment to support students’ academic success and 
social development.  Faculty and staff reported similar mixed feelings on the degree to which 
they provided mentoring and advising to students, and many faculty and staff reported the 





CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 Chapter five includes the conclusions and recommendations.  Chapter sections include 
the problem statement, research questions, participant information, methods, a summary of the 
findings, conclusions, discussion, and recommendations for further research. 
Problem Statement 
 Living-learning communities (LLCs) represent one High Impact Practice (HIP) in which 
students live and learn together in themed/focused learning communities.  Research abounds to 
support the relationship between living-learning communities and student retention and academic 
performance, yet there is little research on students’ perceptions of their LLC experiences.  
Additionally, there is limited research on the LLC faculty and staff perceptions of their lived 
experiences working with and supporting LLCs.  The purpose of the study was to investigate the 
perceptions of students regarding the quality and operations of an LLC program in a single, mid-
sized public university.    A secondary goal of the study was to investigate LLC faculty and staff 
perceptions of the quality and operations of the LLC programs at the same institution. 
Research Questions 
 The following questions guided the research 
1. To what extent do students believe the LLC program’s goals were met? 
2. To what extent do students perceive the Academic and Residential Units collaborate in 
planning and implementing LLCs?  
3. To what extent do students believe the LLC was a valuable learning experience? 
4. How do students perceive faculty advising in the LLC? 
5. To what extent do students believe LLCs provide academic support?  
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6. To what extent do students believe LLCs provide social support? 
7. What co-curricular experiences did students experience in the LLC? 
8. To what extent did students find their co-curricular experiences valuable? 
9. What are the differences, if any, in student responses to research questions one through 
eight and a selected list of demographic/attribute variables? 
10. What are the differences, if any in faculty/staff and student perceptions regarding an LLC 
elements and operations?  
Study Participants 
 Primary study participants were students (N=809) who participated in UNF living-
learning communities (LLCs) between August 2015 and May 2019. Forty-nine students 
responded and completed the Student Self-Report Survey (Appendix F).  Thirty-five (71.4%) of 
the respondents were female, 75.5 percent were cisgender, 79.6 percent were Caucasian, and six 
(12.2%) were first generation college students.  Forty-two (85.7%) were Florida residents, and 
89.8 percent participated in LLCs in the 2016-2017, 2017-2018, or 2018-2019 academic years.  
 The second study group consisted of 18 faculty and staff at the University of North 
Florida who provide support to the LLCs.  Nine LLC faculty and staff indicated interest in 
participating in the study; all nine LLC faculty and staff participated in the interview utilizing the 
LLC Faculty and Staff Interview Protocol (Appendix G).   
Methods  
 The research design utilized a mixed methods approach.  All students who participated in 
living-learning communities between August 2015 and May 2019 received the Student Self-
report Survey (Appendix F) adapted from the National Study of Living-Learning Programs 
(NSL-LP) Inventory.  Secondarily, the LLC Faculty/Staff Interview Protocol (Appendix G), 
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adapted from the NSL-LP Inventory, was utilized to solicit perceptions about LLCs from 20-25 
faculty and staff members who have participated in the LLC program. 
The theoretical foundation for the study formed the primary rationale for the selection of 
a mixed-methods study.  The first stage of the project was quantitative, while the qualitative 
study provided additional context for analyzing study results (Creswell, 2010).  Quantitative and 
qualitative components of the research design were unique components and to the degree 
possible, efforts were made to ensure the two components did not affect one another during the 
study (Morse, 2003).  The qualitative data were also used to extend and validate the data from 
the quantitative component of the study.  
The qualitative component utilized a phenomenological approach.  Phenomenological 
studies seek to understand the meaning and essence of people’s lived experiences related to a 
phenomenon (Simon & Goes, 2011).  For the purposes of this study, the phenomenon was 
providing faculty or staff leadership to an LLC at the University of North Florida.  The interview 
protocol provided faculty and staff the opportunity to share their reflections and meaning-making 
of their experiences in the LLC. 
Summary of Findings 
 Forty-nine students completed the Student Self-Report Survey (Appendix F). Thirty-five 
(71.4%) of the respondents were female, 75.5 percent were cisgender, 79.6 percent were 
Caucasian, and six (12.2%) were first generation college students.  Forty-two (85.7%) were 
Florida residents, and 89.8 percent participated in LLCs in the 2016-2017, 2017-2018, or 2018-
2019 academic years.  
 More than one half of the respondents (36.7%) participated in the Honors or Pre-Med 
(20.4%) LLCs.  The Healthy Osprey (14.3%), STEM (10.2%), and College of Business (10.2%) 
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LLCs enrolled the next highest number of participating respondents.  Fifteen (30.6%) of the 
respondents participated in tutoring, 59.2 percent participated in SI, and 22.4 percent participated 
in PASS.  More than three-fourths (77.6%) of the student respondents reported they were 
employed.  About one-half (49%) of the respondents reported family income of $50,000 or more 
 Nearly 70% of students reported their LLC experience was either valuable or extremely 
valuable.  Fifty-one percent of students agreed or strongly agreed LLC faculty and staff 
positively contributed to their learning. 
 When an independent samples t-test was applied, students perceived significant 
differences in the accomplishment of four LLC objectives and the comparison mean.  Students 
reported that the LLC helped them make friends quicker, facilitated the transition to college, 
facilitated making friends with common goals, and achieved a higher GPA than they might 
otherwise have obtained.  Students also reported statistically significant results regarding their 
perception of three of LLC academic experiences.  Students indicated that there was significant 
peer support in their LLC for students to do well academically, students in their LLC were 
supportive of each other’s’ academic accomplishments, and it was easy for students to form 
study groups with one another in the LLC. 
 All eight LLC social climate factors were statistically significant when a one-sample t-
test was applied.  LLC students: were appreciative of other cultures, concerned with helping and 
supporting one another, appreciative of people from different religions, appreciative of people 
from different races, appreciative of people from different genders, appreciative of people from 
different sexual orientations, interacted frequently with students from different cultures, and felt 
their LLC provided adequate social support. 
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 Independent sample t-test results indicated no significant differences in student 
perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment or their academic experience based on 
participation in tutoring or supplemental instruction.  Additionally, there were no significant 
differences in student perceptions of their LLC’s social climate in relationship based on 
participation in tutoring, supplemental instruction, or PASS. 
 One-way between-groups analysis of variance indicated no significant difference 
between student perceptions of LLC objective accomplishments or LLC academic experiences 
based on the year in which they participated in an LLC.  Similarly, findings indicated no 
significant difference between the year(s) of LLC participation and student perception of the 
LLCs’ social climates. 
 Independent samples t-test results also show no significant differences between a 
student’s sex and their perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment, academic experiences, or 
social climate.  Independent samples t-tests also found no significant differences between student 
employment status and their perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment or social climate. 
 Nine faculty and staff participants representing five LLCs participated in interviews.  All 
faculty and staff participants shared a passion for being involved with the LLCs and contributing 
to student learning.  Participants perceive their primary goal as supporting students as they 
explore and identify their majors and future careers.  The LLC faculty and staff focus their 
energy on helping students make connections between in and out of class learning.   
 LLC faculty and staff experience personal fulfillment as a result of supporting their 
LLCs.  They see themselves as creating immersive experiences that blend the in and out of class 
experiences.  LLC faculty and staff perceive themselves as providing a pivotal opportunity to 
integrate curricular and co-curricular learning. 
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 Participants described challenges with faculty involvement, student expectations, student 
community group challenges, and mismatches between LLC faculty and staff expectations for 
the experiences.  Several participants noted more faculty want to be involved with the LLCs but 
are not available in the evening hours when students are traditionally available for social events. 
Roommate conflicts between LLC students often led to larger community issues, and LLC 
faculty and staff participants described the resulting conflict and strife as a potential detriment to 
positive community relations.  Participants shared that many UNF faculty and staff are not 
prepared for the social, emotional, and psychology challenges associated with supporting first-
year students, the primary LLC participants. 
 Interviewees indicated they would like to see increased involvement from more diverse 
faculty and staff with a passion for serving first year students, and almost every participant noted 
the impact academic advisors can have as members of LLC Advisory Boards.  Other participants 
shared a need for residential facilities that were more conducive to hosting classes and academic 
advising appointments. 
 Every interviewee indicated their LLC partnership was positive.  A few noted the 
diversity of LLC faculty and staff of multiple gender and racial identities is important to 
supporting the diverse identities and needs of students.  When asked about resources, most LLC 
faculty and staff indicated they had the funding, facilities, and support needed.  A few LLC 
faculty and staff wished the funding provided to LLCs allowed for a greater degree of flexibility 
in purchasing. 
 Participants noted the strong social connections students make with their peers and the 
relationships students develop with LLC faculty and staff as positive outcomes.  The participants 
described the LLC experience as pivotal to supporting students’ pursuits of declaring a best fit 
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academic major and setting career goals.  Participants also indicated their LLCs provided 
experiential and integrated learning opportunities students would not otherwise have if they did 
not live in the LLCs. 
Conclusions 
 The data collected in the study were sufficient to support the following conclusions: 
To what extent do students believe the LLC program’s goals were met? 
 Overall, students perceived the LLCs met their program objectives.  Students rated six of 
the ten objectives as somewhat accomplished (M = 3.0) or higher.  When an independent 
samples t-test was applied, three of the six objectives were statistically significant; students 
indicated the LLC facilitated making friends quicker, facilitated the transition to college, and 
facilitated making friends with common goals.  Three objectives were rated in the minimal to 
somewhat accomplished range (M = 2.0-2.99) but were not statistically significant. Increasing 
my GPA was the lowest rated statistically significant objectives with an M = 2.39.  Nearly 70% 
of students also reported their LLC experience was either valuable or extremely valuable. When 
asked the degree to which they knew their LLC’s learning outcomes, 59.2% of the students 
reported no or limited knowledge of their LLC’s learning outcomes.   
To what extent do students perceive the Academic and Residential Units collaborate in 
planning and implementing LLCs?  
 Most students reported they regularly observed LLC faculty and staff hosting joint 
events; however, students indicated their LLC faculty and staff rarely helped them connect and 





To what extent do students believe the LLC was a valuable learning experience? 
 The majority (69.4%) of students perceive their LLC experience as valuable or extremely 
valuable.  Only four (8.2%) of students indicate their LLC experience was not valuable. 
How do students perceive faculty advising in the LLC? 
 Students reported engaging with their LLC faculty and staff on a frequent basis inside 
and outside of class.  Over 60% of LLC students took a course taught by their LLC faculty or 
staff, reported their LLC faculty and staff host special office hours just for LLC students, and 
participate in out of class activities. Most students reported regularly working with their LLC 
faculty and staff on course-related matters outside of class, receiving academic advising, and that 
an LLC faculty or staff member lived in the residence hall. 
 Students reported LLC faculty and staff as never or rarely providing mentoring 
opportunities.  When mentoring was provided, it was largely focused on academic goals versus 
career or personal goals.  More than two-third of the students receiving mentoring described the 
mentoring as valuable or extremely valuable. 
To what extent do students believe LLCs provide academic support?  
 Students were generally supportive of their LLC academic experiences and the support 
provided.  Responses ranged from M = 3.10 to M = 3.80 on a five-point Likert scale.  Four 
academic factors including my LLC was intellectually stimulating, sufficient peer support was 
available, students were supportive of each other, and forming study groups was easy were 
statistically significant.  Although not statistically significant, students also generally agreed they 
devoted substantial time to studying in their LLC, LLC faculty/staff helped students succeed 




To what extent do students believe LLCs provide social support? 
 The social climate is a pivotal component of students’ LLC experience.  All eight LLC 
social climate factors were significant.  Responses ranged from M = 3.61-4 on a five-point Likert 
scale.  Students in my LLC were appreciative of other cultures, concerned with helping and 
supporting with one another, appreciative of people from different religions, appreciative of 
people from different races, appreciative of people from different genders, appreciative of people 
from different sexual orientations, and interacted frequently with students from different cultures 
were all statistically significant.  The highest mean score (M = 4.0) was reported for the factor, 
students in my LLC were appreciative of other cultures. 
What co-curricular experiences did students experience in the LLC? 
 Students participated in a variety of co-curricular experiences.  They most frequently 
participated in co-curricular experiences related directly to their academic areas, such as study 
groups (79.6%), academic advising (71.4%), group projects (69.4%), outdoor recreation (67.3%), 
and orientation programs (65.3%).   
To what extent did students find their LLC extracurricular/co-curricular components 
effective? 
 Generally, students rated the effectiveness of the extracurricular/co-curricular 
components experienced in their LLCs as effective.  Responses ranged from M = 2.46 to M = 
3.46 on a five-point Likert scale.  None of the responses were statistically significant, however, 
students reported internships/field experiences, academic advising, the orientation program, and 




What are the differences, if any, in student responses to research questions one through 
eight and a selected list of demographic/attribute variables? 
 One-way between groups analysis of variance and independent samples t-tests results 
were conducted to explore the relationship between selected independent and dependent 
variables.   
Supplemental Instruction 
 There were no statistically significant differences based on student participation in SI and 
student perceptions of the accomplishment of LLC objectives, LLC academic experiences, and 
the LLC social climate. 
PASS 
 Students participating in PASS reported statistically significant higher mean scores 
related to the accomplishment of several of the ten LLC objectives than did students not 
participating in PASS.  Students participating in PASS reported higher mean scores (R = 3.45-
4.27) on all seven of the academic experience elements than students who did not participate in 
PASS.  The differences were statistically significant for my LLC was intellectually stimulating, 
and my LLC faculty/staff spent time helping students succeed academically.  There were no 
statistically significant differences in student perceptions of their LLC social climate based on 
their participation in PASS. 
Tutoring 
 There were no statistically significant differences based on student participation in 
tutoring and student perceptions of the experienced accomplishment of LLC objectives, LLC 





 There were no statistically significant differences based on sex in student perceptions of 
the accomplishment of LLC objectives, LLC social climate, and LLC academic climate. 
LLC Year of Participation 
 There were no significant differences in LLC year of participation and student 
perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment, student perceptions of LLC social climate, and 
student perceptions of LLC academic experiences. 
Student Employment Status 
 There were no statistically significant differences based on student employment status 
and student perceptions of LLC objective accomplishment and social climate.  Employed student 
perceptions mean scores of their LLC academic experiences were lower than those of students 
not employed on six of the seven academic experience factors.  The mean scores were higher, 
and the differences were statistically significant for my LLC was intellectually stimulating and 
my LLC faculty/staff spent time helping students succeed academically. 
What are the differences, if any in faculty/staff and student perceptions regarding an LLC 
elements and operations?  
 Nine LLC faculty and staff participated in interviews using the Faculty/Staff Interview 
Protocol (Appendix G).  The protocol aligns with the research questions, but due to the semi-
structured interview approach, some faculty and staff shared perspectives that did not fall neatly 
into the research questions.  Thus, the discussion of results is organized by each of the research 




 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student responses related to the 
accomplishment of LLC objectives.  LLC faculty and staff affirmed student responses.  They 
articulated the LLCs accomplished facilitating the transition to college; facilitating making 
friends quicker; making friends with common interests and goals; and developing a support 
network with peers, staff, and faculty.  Faculty and staff responses also mimicked student 
responses regarding interaction outside of the classroom.  They reported varying degrees of 
student visits to their offices, but most of their students minimally engaged in out of class visits.   
 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student responses related to faculty and 
staff collaboration.  Faculty and staff reported frequent, ongoing collaboration between their 
academic departments and the Department of Housing and Residence Life staff.  Many LLC 
faculty and staff participants noted, however, a desire to bring in first year academic advisors and 
faculty in other departments to provide a more diverse, robust experience. 
 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student responses related to perceptions of 
faculty and staff positive contributions to learning. All LLC faculty and staff participants shared 
the positive learning they perceived students achieved as a result of living in the LLC.  Students, 
however, shared varied perspectives.  While most students (N  = 20) agreed LLC faculty and 
staff positively contributed to their learning, 19 students reported they neither agreed nor 
disagreed. 
 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student responses related to perceptions of 
the frequency of LLC faculty and staff mentoring, description of faculty and staff participation, 
and perceptions of faculty and staff mentoring. Seven of nine participants highlighted the 
academic and career exploration and mentoring the LLC provided to students, but most students 
did not report high degrees of LLC faculty and staff mentoring.  Faculty and staff described their 
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LLC participation in similar ways to students: seven of the nine LLC faculty and staff taught the 
LLC courses, and all nine participated in out of class activities with their LLC students, the top 
responses for students.  Finally, students were asked to share their perceptions of their LLC 
faculty and staff mentoring, and 13 of the 49 (26.5%) reported they never received mentoring, a 
finding that does not align with the LLC faculty and staff descriptions of robust mentoring.  
 Faculty and staff shared perspectives on student learning in the LLCs aligned with 
student perspectives on LLC academic experiences.  Faculty and staff described students 
learning and developing soft skills, such as how to work with people different than them, time 
management, collaborative group work, how to manage their self-care needs, concentration 
skills, and how to navigate UNF.  A major theme was helping students learn to find study rooms, 
create peer study sessions, and identify academic support services, a finding aligned with 
students’ highest response: it was easy for students to form study groups in my LLC (M = 3.80).  
Overall, students reported higher than average levels of effective academic support in the LLC 
(M = 3.39). 
 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student perceptions of LLC social climate.  
LLC faculty and staff shared their perspectives of the strong social support provided in the LLC, 
echoing student responses.  Faculty and staff observed the same high levels of students learning 
to interact positively with diverse peers.  Faculty, staff, and students believe the LLC creates a 
strong sense of belonging and safe space for students to live in alignment with their various 
identities, interests, and goals.  All faculty and staff participants described the social connections 
students develop with their peers as a result of living in the LLC.  Students provided higher than 
average responses (M = 3.76) when asked their perceptions of their LLC’s overall social support. 
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 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student participation in extracurricular/co-
curricular program components.  Again, like students, faculty and staff shared varied 
perspectives on the LLC co-curricular experiences.  Some of the faculty and staff noted strong 
leadership opportunities, which aligns with students’ responses.   
 Faculty and staff responses were compared to student perceptions of extracurricular/co-
curricular components.  While many faculty and staff noted experiential learning opportunities 
like field trips and hands-on experiences, the majority of faculty and staff shared students did not 
participate in co-curricular experiences to the degree they hoped and wondered if students saw 
the value in out of class LLC experiences. 
Discussion and Implications 
Students perceive the LLC met their program goals, defined in the study by achievement 
of LLC objectives: facilitated making friends quicker, facilitated the transition to college, 
facilitated making friends with common goals, increased their GPA, made friends with common 
interests, increased their self-awareness, and helped them develop a support network.  These 
findings align with prior research (La Vine & Mitchell, 2006); students often connect their 
achievement of LLC program objectives via the involvement of a supportive peer mentor who 
facilitates their growth and development (Kamal et al, 2014).  The perceived interconnectedness 
of peer support and academic success provide an argument for the continued inclusion and hiring 
of the Learning Community Assistants (LCAs), the peer mentors charged with supporting LLC 
students.  Peers play a critical role in students’ perceptions of their success. 
 Students report limited knowledge of their LLC’s learning outcomes.  This is an 
interesting finding, given that LLC students report achieving their LLC’s objectives.  There 
appears to be a disconnect between student perceptions of their achievement of large-scale LLC 
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programmatic objectives and their specific LLC’s learning outcomes.  A degree of this 
disconnect may be attributed to the specific objectives outlined in the Student Self-Report Survey 
(Appendix F).  The survey did not provide the learning outcomes specific to each LLC. 
 Most students report regularly observing LLC faculty and staff hosing joint events, and 
they most commonly note academic and residence life staff collaborating on events.  The LLC 
program at UNF is categorized as large, collaborative LLC, according to Inkelas et al (2018).  
Each LLC has an Advisory Board composed of faculty and staff dedicated to the academic 
affairs and student engagement elements of the LLC.  The faculty and staff regularly collaborate 
to develop common programs and initiatives that integrate and blend students’ in and out of class 
experiences.  Much of the LLC Advisory Board work happens behind the scenes, and yet, 
students observe enough joint events to indicate they perceive the ongoing partnerships among 
their professors, academic advisors, and student affairs staff.  An overall goal for the LLCs is to 
develop a support network of UNF faculty and staff, and this finding suggests that students 
perceive and receive that support. 
 LLC students engage with LLC faculty and staff on a frequent basis inside and out of 
class.  Most LLC students enroll in an LLC course and participate in out of class activities with 
LLC faculty and staff.  This finding aligns with Shushok and Sriram (2009) and Gibson, Siopsis, 
and Beale’s studies (2019) highlighting the course and co-curricular components students readily 
cite as critical LLC program components for their success. 
When asked specifically about mentoring, most students report mentoring is not provided 
by their LLC faculty and staff.  When LLC students receive mentoring, the LLC faculty and staff 
focus on academic and career mentoring versus personal mentoring.  While students see faculty 
and staff inside and out of class, they do not define these interactions as mentoring opportunities.  
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Previous studies (Garrett and Zabriske, 2003; Ellett & Schmidt, 2011) show the importance of 
formal and informal faculty and student relationships and interactions and how those 
relationships shape students’ success and transition to the university.  This finding could provide 
a major area of focus for the UNF LLCs, as the findings suggest students see faculty and staff 
regularly but do not engage in deeper ways beyond the classroom and occasional event 
attendance. 
 LLC students perceive the LLC as providing effective academic support, and the most 
significant academic support components include an intellectually stimulating environment, 
strong peer support, and easy access and ability to create peer study groups.  This finding 
reaffirms many studies (Garrett & Zabriske, 2003; Mach, Tearney, Gordon, & McClinton, 2018); 
Gibson, Siopsis, & Beale, 2019.  LLC students prioritize living around peers with similar 
academic interests and course enrollment in order to form study groups and feel a sense of 
belonging to the academic environment and major. 
 LLC students overwhelmingly describe the positive peer social support provided in their 
LLCs, specifically as the support relates to appreciating diversity and identity.  Every LLC social 
climate factor was statistically significant; LLC students feel their peers appreciate people from 
different identities and provide strong social support.  Many studies (Kamal et al, 2014; La Vine 
& Mitchell, 2006; Gibson, Siopsis, & Beale, 2019) show the relationship between LLC 
participation in students’ perceptions of peer social support.  The results for this study suggest a 
deeper level of support UNF LLC students perceive regarding identity and inclusion.  Stassen 
(2003) suggests LLC students are less likely to be exposed to diverse others, but UNF students 
report regularly interacting with people who are different from them.   
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 LLC students participate in a variety of LLC-specific extracurriculars and co-curriculars 
with a preference for study groups, academic advising, and group projects.  While LLC students 
get involved in a variety of experiences, they place the highest value on co-curricular 
experiences tied to academic and career exploration.  Vincent, Marsh, Goodwin, and Farr (2021) 
describe the importance of frequent informal interactions between students and faculty, and yet 
UNF LLC students tend to interact or prefer to interact with faculty and staff in a formal setting. 
 The current study shows relationships, or lack thereof, between student perceptions and 
factors compared to a variety of demographic variables.  Students participating in Supplemental 
Instruction (SI) did not have a significantly different LLC experience than their non-participating 
peers.  SI is touted as one of the key academic interventions that can facilitate student academic 
success (Stoner, 2018), but at UNF, participation in SI does not lead to a significantly different 
LLC experience.  Perhaps the reason is both SI and LLC participation rely on intrinsic, voluntary 
student participation.  Vincent, Marsh, Goodwin, and Farr (2021) argue students who apply to 
LLCs may naturally have higher levels of motivation than their peers.  For this finding, then, 
intrinsic motivation or other internal psychosocial factors may mitigate responses. 
 In contrast, students who participated in Peer-Assisted Student Success (PASS) were 
much more likely to report accomplishing several of the LLC program objectives: a more 
positive transition to college; were more likely to make friends with common interests and goals; 
develop a strong support network with peers, staff, and faculty; meet with faculty and staff 
outside of the classroom; and increase their critical thinking skills and self-awareness.  They 
were also more likely than their non-PASS peers to report life in the LLC as intellectually 
stimulating.  Unlike SI, PASS is often required for specific groups of students in specific 
courses.  The courses are often first-year courses in STEM with high rates of students receiving 
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grades of D, F, or W.  Perhaps the extrinsic motivation of the credit-bearing course is related to 
students’ participation levels and developmental gains.   
 Students who participated in tutoring versus those who did not participate in tutoring do 
not report different LLC experiences.  Nearly one-third of participants participated in tutoring, 
and yet there does not appear to be a relationship between student engagement with tutoring and 
perceptions of LLC experiences.  These findings are surprising, given the LLC program at-large 
provides tutoring specifically for students LLCs.   
 Men and women do not have a different experience in the LLC program, a result that 
may be positive.  Literature suggests that college men are less likely than college women to 
participate in help-seeking behaviors (Wimer & Levant, 2011), such as asking faculty for help, 
seeking out counseling, and sharing concerns with a peer.  Jessup-Anger, Johnson, and 
Wawrzynski (2012) suggest LLCs provide a space for men to explore their identities and majors 
without the pressure of gender-based norms.  If the men at UNF have an LLC experience aligned 
with women’s experiences, this finding may suggest LLC men may have found a safe space for 
connecting with peers, faculty, and staff and an ability to explore their identities in and out of the 
classroom.   
 A student’s LLC year of participation does not have a relationship with students’ LLC 
experience.  This is an interesting finding as LLC faculty and staff changed over the course of 
the study timeframe, fall 2015 to spring 2019.  Despite the involvement of different professors, 
academic advisors, Residence Life Coordinators, and myriad individuals over the four academic 
years studied, students had similar perceptions.  This particularly interesting due to most students 
reporting involvement from fall 2018 to spring 2019.  Even with a large degree of time from 
involvement to survey completion, students reported similar perceptions of their LLC 
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experiences.  This finding may suggest that the specific LLC faculty and staff involved may not 
be as critical to the LLC experience compared with the overall programmatic support structure 
that is consistent over the years. 
 Student employment status is related to student perceptions of the LLC academic 
experience.  Students who did not work were more likely report life in the LLC was 
intellectually stimulating and shared faculty and staff in the LLC spent time helping them 
succeed academically.  This finding may suggest that UNF LLC students who work have less 
time to engage in academic support activities; previous studies suggest employment can lead to 
lower levels of socializing or studying (Pike, Kuh, & Massa-Mckinley, 2008; Choi, 2018).  For 
most factors, however, employed UNF LLC students have similar experiences to their non-LLC 
peers.  Many LLC students and UNF students work; for many students, work is a way to earn 
spending money and provide resume-building opportunities that help them to meet career goals.  
Rather than a mitigating and perhaps negative factor, employment status may have just a small 
relationship on the UNF LLC student experience. 
 LLC faculty and staff shared responses in line with the LLC students.  Like students, 
LLC faculty and staff reported the development of peer social support, ongoing collaboration 
between academic departments and student affairs offices, and positive LLC learning 
experiences.  LLC faculty and staff were more likely to highlight a focus on academic major and 
career exploration, while LLC students shared gains in softer skills necessary for success, such as 
the ability to find study buddies and access tutoring and office hours.  One major disconnect 
between the participants is in perceptions of mentoring.  LLC faculty and staff spoke in detail 
about the support they provide to students, but students report rarely or never receiving 
mentoring from their LLC faculty and staff.  Perhaps faculty, staff, and students have different 
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views and definitions of mentorship.  Faculty and staff spoke of small moments with many 
students or deep, engaging moments with specific students over time.  Most LLC students may 
be on the receiving end of small levels of faculty and staff support. 
Administrative Applications 
 This study supports several practical recommendations to help to positive improve the 
LLC experience of UNF LLC faculty, staff, and students as well as LLC faculty, staff, and 
students at other higher education institutions. 
 The research findings highlight the critical importance of peer support.  LLC students 
share the many ways they engage with one another inside and outside of class.  It is almost as 
though students cannot separate their LLC academic experience from their experience with their 
peer mentors and fellow students.  The ability to walk out of the residence hall room in your 
pajamas and find someone to help you study or process a bad day helps a student in ways that 
exceed the ability of faculty and staff to intercede.  The UNF LLC Housing and Residence Life 
staff carefully craft an LLC onboarding experience at the beginning of the academic year that 
provides time and space for students to develop community agreements, take risks on the 
outdoor adventure course with their peers, meet with faculty and see academic facilities, but 
perhaps most importantly, according to the study, is the inclusion of informal time with peers to 
walk around campus and do life with one another.  Administrators should consider ways to 
support the construction of positive peer environments through the inclusion of community 
agreements and expectations and time in and out of academic and formal environments to build 
relationships. 
 Students do not remember or know their specific LLC’s learning outcomes but report the 
accomplishment of LLC objectives to high degrees.  This finding may suggest that students reap 
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the benefits of academic and social support from their LLC due to the larger, collaborative 
programmatic structure versus their LLC’s specific learning approach.  And yet, the reality is 
students likely would not report the same accomplishment of goals without the specific, small-
scale, tailored approach provided in each specific LLC.  It is recommended, instead, that the 
UNF LLC Advisory Boards give attention to sharing their specific LLC learning outcomes with 
students and work with students to hold them accountable to meeting those outcomes. 
 UNF’s LLC structure, while imperfect as any administrative structure is, includes many 
of Inkelas et al’s (2018) elements of the LLC Best Practices Model.  Each LLC has a budget, 
dedicated academic and student affairs faculty and staff involvement, community engagement, 
curricular and/or co-curricular learning opportunities, formal and informal gatherings, and 
dedicated, reserved residence hall rooms.  Since each UNF LLC involves all elements of the 
model, it is difficult to suggest that the model does or does not correlate with LLC student, 
faculty, and staff perceptions of their LLC experiences, but certainly, the faculty, staff, and 
students share the benefits of a structured, supportive LLC environment. 
 An area for consideration is the inclusion of deeper, richer faculty and staff mentoring.  
Students observe faculty and staff involvement in and out of the classroom but do not describe 
this involvement as mentoring.  Ellett and Schmidt (2011) argue interactions between faculty, 
staff, and students need to be substantive in order to truly create an opportunity for community 
development.  The UNF LLC Advisory Boards can investigate how to increase quality 
mentoring interactions in the community, perhaps through the inclusion of office hours in 
designated residence hall spaces provided specifically for faculty. 
 UNF LLC faculty, staff, and students share the ways in which LLC participation is 
related to students’ understanding of diversity, inclusion, and identity.  LLC students 
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overwhelmingly report LLC peers as appreciative and supportive of diverse identities.  This is a 
new, exciting finding that provides insight into the social climate provided in the LLCs.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 In order to more fully understand the UNF LLC experience of faculty, staff, and students, 
further research may be needed in the following areas: comparing experiences between UNF 
LLC and non-LLC students; a broader study with more participants to validate results; 
qualitative interviews with LLC participants; the relationship between staff peer mentors and a 
student’s LLC experience; and the factors that lend themselves to UNF LLC students’ 
perceptions of diversity and inclusion.   
1. The current study is limited to LLC participants, and many findings are rooted in 
comparison to a hypothetical mean.  A future study could include students who did and 
did not participate in UNF LLCs to understand how the student experiences differ. 
2. The current study involved a small group of students (n = 49).  The survey went to 
students shortly after the COVID-19 pandemic started, and the timing of the distribution 
may have aligned with a time at which students were unlikely to respond to a survey.  A 
future study should seek to gather additional data from the broader LLC population. 
3. As noted, there is limited research on students’ lived experiences in the LLCs.  A 
qualitative study using interview methods could allow for a deeper dive into students’ 
evaluations and perspectives on their experiences. 
4.  While students noted strong responses regarding their LLC’s social climate and peer 
support, the survey questions did not specifically ask students to assess how the Learning 
Community Assistants (LCAs), the LLC peer mentoring staff, shaped their experience.  
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Given the time and intensity of the LCA position, a future study could provide important 
perspectives into how that student staff member shapes their students’ experiences. 
5. LLC students feel supportive of and from diverse students.  UNF is undergoing a 
strategic plan related to diversity, identity development, and inclusion; a deeper dive into 
how the LLC experience is related to students’ perceptions of feeling supported of 
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Building a Living-Learning Community 
 
Components of a Living-Learning Community 
The program should include the following attributes: 
 
1. Mission: A formal summary of the aims and values of a group or organization 
• What is your mission? 
• How would you describe your community in a brochure? 
• How will this program advance student learning at UNF? 
 
2. Learning Outcomes/Objectives:  
A statement of expectation that articulates what students will know, do or think/feel as a result of 
participation in the program, activity, interaction. It specifies how learning will be assessed 
and documents the results of assessment and how those results will be used to improve learning. 
 
Objectives should identify a learning outcome - The objective needs to state what the learner is 
to perform, not how the learner learns. Evidence of whether the learner has learned the material 
lies not in watching her read about it but in listening to her explain the principles in her own 
words. 
• What do you want your incoming students to learn from this experience? 
• What do you want your returning students to learn from this experience? 
• What do you want your student leadership to learn from this experience? 
• What is your program’s learning objectives/outcomes? 
 
3.Goals:  
A desired result with a plan of action. A goal should be one of the steps taken to reach the 
learning outcomes/objectives. As living and learning programs are constantly evolving, each 
group should have well-defined short- and long-term goals, as well as, a plan of action to 
accomplish the desired results. 
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• What are your long-term goals? How will you reach them? 
• What are your short-term goals? How will you reach them? 
• How will you attain your goals? What will you do specifically? 
• How do your goals relate to your Learning Outcomes/Objectives? 
• How will you assess if your goals were reached? Effective? 
 
4. Advisory Council:  
With respect to developing and sustaining a living and learning community, it is essential to 
establish a group of stakeholder representatives who will strive toward the global outcomes and 
goals of the program. Members should include faculty or senior member in a department, 
leadership members of HRL including the Area Coordinator and student representatives. This 
group is responsible for ensuring continued success of the program from year to year. In 
addition, this group should determine assessment, implementation, planning and evaluation of 
the program. 
• What university “voices” will you need to ensure success (faculty, student affairs, 
students, etc.)? 
• How will you go about identifying specific individuals? 
• How will you invite individuals to serve on the council? 
• Who will lead the council? 
 
5.Participants:  
Determine the desired number of resident participation, selection process and leadership needs.  
In addition to the Advisory Council, each program should determine the organizational model 
that will be needed to ensure a successful implementation, including graduate student assistance, 
program coordinators, mentors, etc. 
• What is the desired number of participants in the program? 
• What is required of the incoming participants? 
• What is required of the returning participants? 
• What is required of the student leadership? 
• How many students have shown interest in the program? 
• What is the process for participants who want to return to the community? 
• Are there 2nd and 3rd year participant tracks? If so, what do they include? 
 
6. Program Expectations:  
Methods to hold students accountable to fulfill program expectations, as well as, create avenues 
for students to provide feedback for leadership team and board members 
• How will the leadership team hold students accountable to the community 
expectations?  




• What happens when students successfully complete the requirements of the 
program? 
• What happens when students do not successfully complete the requirements of the 
program? 
• What are the avenues for providing feedback to participants, leadership team and 
board members? 
• How will students be informed of the accountability measures? 
 
7. Academic Initiatives:  
Academic department, course(s) or supplemental academic components associated with the 
community, course correlate to the other aspects of the community 
• Is there a course associated with the community?  
• Is there a list of supplemental courses already being offered in one or two 
academic departments that participants could take to enhance their learning in the 
community? 
• If no course(s) is associated with the community, what is the supplemental 
academic component? 
• If there are one or more courses associated with the program, please answer the 
following questions: 
o Course Title: 
o Course Time, Date, and Location: 
o Who teaches the course? 
o Where is your syllabus? (please include): 
o How are students registered for the course? 
o How are grades submitted for the course?  
o Is there an apples component to the course, if so, please include specifics 
and contact information if needed? 
o How does the course correlate to the other aspects of the community? 
o What are the repercussions for not passing the course requirement? 
o With what academic department will your community be associated? 
o What are the academic (for credit) components? 
o What other faculty/staff interactions will you have? 
 
8. In-Community Leadership Team.  
How will the program run (organizational team structure, board of director’s model, etc.)? 
• How are the student-leaders selected? 
• What are the accountability measures for each leadership team and board 
members? 
• Is there a constitution or set of expectations set for the board? What? Why? (If 
there is a constitution, please include it, if not when the student board is together, 
they should work to create one) 




9.Application and Evaluation:  
Recruitment and selection process for potential participants, as well as placement, roommate 
criteria, etc.  
• Please include a copy of your application and application evaluation standards 
(both in the binder and soft copy). 
• Do you have a specific feeder program (where you recruit a large amount of 
students from)? 
• How are students placed in rooms and who places them? 
• What are the criteria upon which you select candidates? Why? 
• Who selects the participants for the community? 
• What is your timeline for reading applications, selecting candidates, placement, 
and participant notification? 
• Do you have a waiting list? Who coordinates the list? 
 
10. Financing:  
Determine what funding is needed for the successful implementation of the living -learning 
program including, but not limited to, programming, recruitment, mentors, graduate level 
coordinator, honorarium, etc.  
• Accounts: 
o What accounts are associated with this program?  
o What are the account numbers?  
o Are there passwords associated with the accounts, if so, what are they? 
• Who monitors your budget and how are they trained? 
• How was your budget created? How should it be created? 
• If your program has money, where is it? How much? Where does it come from (if 
you have to apply for funding, please include the contact information and 
instructions on as to how)? 
• What have you traditionally spent money on? Why? 
• Is there money promised to anything now or in the future? What and Why? 
 
11. Program Longevity  
• What tools do you have in place to ensure longevity? 
• Who is the upcoming contact/point person? Who was the former? 
• Have you updated all information necessary for the incoming group (contact info, 
accounts, addresses, goals, suggestions, programs etc.)? 
• Who updates your assessment efforts? Who reads the assessments? Who puts them 
into action? 
• Who is responsible for updating the forms, assessment tools, and program itself? 

































My name is Amy Lorenz, and I am a doctoral student studying living-learning communities at the 
University of North Florida. I am emailing to ask if you would like to take about 15 minutes to complete 
a survey for this research project.  Participation is completely voluntary, and your answers will be 
confidential.  Your responses will provide insight into your experience as a part participant in a UNF 
living-learning community. 
If you are interested, please click on the link for the survey and additional information: 
The survey will close on Friday, April 17th, 2020. 
If you have any questions, please email me at amy.lorenz@unf.edu. 
 





I reached out recently to see if you would be interested in participating in a 15-minute survey for a 
research project on your participation in a UNF living-learning community.  If you are interested in 
completing the survey, please click on the link for the survey:  
As a reminder, participation is voluntary, and your answers will be confidential.  Your responses will 
provide insight into your experience as a part participant in a UNF living-learning community. 
The survey will close on Friday, April 17th, 2020. 
If you have any questions, please email me at amy.lorenz@unf.edu. 
 
Thank you for your time,  
Amy Lorenz 
 




I reached out recently to see if you would be interested in participating in a 15-minute survey for a 
research project on your participation in a UNF living-learning community.  If you are interested in 
completing the survey, please click on the link for the survey:  
As a reminder, participation is voluntary, and your answers will be confidential.  Your responses will 
provide insight into your experience as a part participant in a UNF living-learning community. 
This is a final reminder to participate if you are interested.  The survey will close on Friday, April 17th, 
2020. 
If you have any questions, please email me at amy.lorenz@unf.edu. 
 









































Amy Lorenz is a doctoral student at Marshall University working under the advisement of Dr. Ron 
Childress.  Amy is also the Associate Director of Housing and Residence Life at the University of North 
Florida.  We are reaching out because Amy is recruiting UNF faculty and staff who supported living-
learning communities between fall 2015 through spring 2019 to participate in interviews to learn more 
about your experience as LLC faculty or staff member. 
Please complete the Qualtrics link to sign up for an interview: 
Participation is voluntary.  Your responses will provide insight into your experience as a faculty or staff 
member who supports a UNF living-learning community. 
Interviews will close on Friday, April 3rd, 2020. 
If you have any questions, please email me at amy.lorenz@unf.edu. 
 





We reached out recently to see if you would be interested in being interviewed about your experience 
as a UNF faculty or staff member who has supported living-learning communities between falls 2015 
through spring 2019.   If you are interested in participating, please click on the link to sign-up for an 
interview time slot:   
As a reminder, participation is voluntary, and your answers will be confidential.  Your responses will 
provide insight into your experience as a faculty or staff member who supports a UNF living-learning 
community. 
Interviews will close on Friday, April 3rd, 2020. 
If you have any questions, please email me at amy.lorenz@unf.edu. 
 






Student Self-Report Survey 
 
 
A. LLC Objectives 
 Living-Learning Community Objectives: Following is a list of student objectives to 
be achieved as a result of participation in an LLC at the University of North 
Florida. Use the scale provided to indicate the extent to which each of these 
objectives was accomplished based on your participation in an LLC. 
 
1 = Not Accomplished   4 = Substantially Accomplished 
2 = Minimally Accomplished  5 = Accomplished 




1. Facilitated my transition to college. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. Increased my GPA 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Facilitated making friends quicker 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4. Facilitated making friends with common 1 2 3 4 5 
 Interests/goals 
 
5. Helped me develop a support network with 1 2 3 4 5 
 peers, staff, and faculty  
 
6. Facilitated interaction with faculty/staff 
 outside the classroom 1 2 3 4  5 
 
7. Increased my critical thinking skills 1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. Increased my self-awareness 1 2 3 4 5 
 
9. Allowed meaningful connection with       
 the Jacksonville community through  
 community-based projects. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. Provided additional leadership  
  opportunities within the residence halls 1 2 3 4 5 
 
B. LLC Collaboration 
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LLCs involve faculty and staff across the university. Use the scale provided 
below to indicate the extent to which you observed UNF faculty and staff working 







1. Faculty and staff hosted joint LLC events.  1 2 3 4 
  
2. Faculty and staff worked together in the LLC. 1 2 3 4 
 
3. The LLC faculty and staff connected me with 
 other UNF faculty and staff.    1 2 3 4 
 
C. LLC Structure 
Living-Learning Community Structure: The following questions ask you to 
think about the structure, or building blocks, of your LLC. Use the scale 
provided to respond to each question. 
 
1. Each LLC has a set of learning outcomes. Please use the following scale to 
share your knowledge of your LLC’s learning outcomes: 
  1-No knowledge; I did not know we had learning outcomes. 
  2-Limited knowledge; I know we had learning outcomes, but I am not sure  
  what they were. 
  3-Some knowledge; I know some of the learning outcomes. 
  4-I know most or all of the learning outcomes 
 
2. To what degree was your participation in the LLC a valuable experience? 
 1-Not valuable 




 4-Extremly valuable 
 
3. Were you required to take a class in order to participate in your LLC? 
 
_____Yes  _____No 
 
D. LLC Mentoring 
Living-Learning Community Mentoring: The following questions ask you to 
share your perspectives on the mentoring provided by LLC faculty and staff. 










1. An LLC faculty or staff member provided 1 2 3 4 5 
mentoring regarding my career path. 
 
2. An LLC faculty or staff member provided 1 2 3 4 5 
mentoring regarding my academic goals. 
 
3. An LLC faculty or staff member provided 1 2 3 4 5 
Mentoring regarding my personal goals. 
 
Mentoring Components 
 Below is a list of components of the LLC mentoring experience. Please answer 
 yes or no. 
 
Did a faculty or staff member: 
____a. Teach a course for the LLC? 
____b. Hold office hours for LLC participants. 
____c. Work with students on course-related matters outside of class. 
____d. Provide academic advising. 
____e. Live in the residence hall. 
____f. Participate in out-of-class activities 
 
If your LLC faculty and staff provided mentoring to support you, please share the 
degree to which you feel the mentoring provided was valuable using the scale 
below: 
 
 1-Definitely not valuable 
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 2-Not very valuable 
 3-Valuable 
 4-Extemly valuable 
 5-Mentoring not provided 
 
4. Please share the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statement: The UNF faculty and staff who supported my LLC positively 








E. LLC Academic Support 
 
 Directions:  Following is a list of statements about the academic climate in an 
LLC.  Use the scale provided to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement 
with each statement as it applies to your LLC experience. 
 
 Scale: 1 = Strongly disagree 
   2 = Disagree  
   3 = Neither agree nor disagree  
   4 = Agree 




1. Life in my LLC was intellectually 
 stimulating. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. There was sufficient peer support in my  
 LLC for students to do well academically. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Most students in my LLC devoted  
 substantial time to studying. ! 2 3 4 5 
 
4. Students in my LLC were supportive of 
 each other’s academic achievements. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5, Faculty/staff in my LLC spent a great 
 deal of time helping students succeed 
 academically 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 6. It was easy for students to form study 
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  groups in my LLC. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 7. My LLC provided effective academic support. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
F. LLC Social Support 
 
 Directions:  Following is a list of statements about the Social Climate in an LLC.  
Using the scale provided, indicate your level of agreement as the statement 
applies to your LLC experience: 
 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither agree nor disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 
 
1. Students in my LLC were appreciative 
 of people from different cultures 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. Students in my LLC were concerned with 
 helping and supporting one another. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Students in my LLC were appreciative of  
 individuals from different religions 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4. Students in my LLC were appreciative of  
 individuals from different religions 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. Students in my LLC were appreciative of  
 individuals from different races 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6.  Students in my LLC were appreciative of  
 individuals from different genders 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. Students in my LLC were appreciative of  
 individuals from different sexual orientations 1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. Students from different cultures  
 interacted frequently in my LLC. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
9.  My LLC provided effective social support. 1 2 3 4 5 
 
G. Living-Learning Community Extracurricular/Co-Curricular Environment 
 
 Directions:  Following is a list of extracurricular/cocurricular program components 
that may be incorporated into LLCs. Using the scale provided, please indicate 
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your level of agreement regarding the effectiveness of the components. Respond 
Not Applicable (N/A) if a particular element was not a part of your LLC or you did 
not participate. 
 
Scale: 1 = Not Effective 
   2 = Somewhat Effective 
   3 = Effective 
   4 = Moderately Effective 
   5 = Very Effective 
   NA = Not Applicable 
 
Co-curricular Element 1 2 3 4 5 
 
1. Academic Advising 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2. Arts/music performances 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3. Career workshops 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4. Cultural programs 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. Group projects 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6. International programming 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. Internships/field experiences 1 2 3 4 5 
 
8. Intramural/club/sports 1 2 3 4 5 
 
9. Orientation program 1 2 3 4 5 
 
10. Outdoor recreation 1 2 3 4 5 
 
11. Research projects 1 2 3 4 5 
 
12. Community service 1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. Visits to work settings 1 2 3 4 5 
 









 Please respond to each of the following questions. 
 
1. Indicate the LLC(s) in which you were a participant: 
 
________Coggin College of Business LLC 
 
________Gender Inclusive Housing Experience (GIHE) LLC 
 
________Healthy Osprey LLC 
 
________Honors First-Year LLC 
 



















3. I attended the following academic support services (Yes/No): 
_____Tutoring 
_____Supplemental Instruction 
























_____Native American/Pacific Islander 
_____Other 
_____Prefer not to answer 
 








_____In-state (Florida resident) 
_____Out-of-state 
_____International student 
_____Prefer not to answer 
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9. Do you work? 
_____Yes 
_____No 
_____Prefer not to answer 
 




_____Prefer not to answer 
 
11. How many hours per week do you work? 




_____More than 20 hours 
_____Prefer not to answer 
 
12. What is your household income? 
_____$49,999 or less 
_____$50,000 or more 
_____Prefer not to answer 
   
 








Faculty/Staff Interview Protocol adapted from the NSL-LP Inventory 
Script prior to interview:  
I’d like to thank you once again for being willing to participate in the interview aspect of my 
study. As I have mentioned to you before, my study seeks to understand how students perceive 
their experiences as living-learning community (LLC) participants. The study also seeks to 
understand how faculty and staff perceive their experiences leading LLC programs.  The aim of 
this research is to understand your lived experience as an active leader in the LLC program at 
UNF.  Our interview today will last approximately one hour during which I will be asking you 
about your role at UNF, your experience in the LLC, your perceptions of your LLC partnerships, 
and your thoughts on what students experience as a result of living in the LLC.  
 
[review aspects of consent form]  
  
Prior to the interview, you completed an online consent form indicating that I have your 
permission (or not) to audio record our conversation. Are you still ok with me recording (or not) 
our conversation today? ___Yes ___No  
  
If yes: Thank you! Please let me know if at any point you want me to turn off the recorder or 
keep something you said off the record. If no: Thank you for letting me know. I will only take 
notes of our conversation.  
  
Before we begin the interview, do you have any questions? [Discuss questions] If any questions 
(or other questions) arise at any point in this study, you can feel free to ask them at any time. I 
would be more than happy to answer your questions.  
 
Research Question 1: How would you describe your role in the LLC? 
Interview Question 1a: Please share your role at UNF. 
Interview Question 1b: What are some of the strategic goals you have for your department or 
office that might relate to your role and work with the LLC? 
Interview Question 1c: How did you get involved with the LLC? 




Research Question 2: How would you describe your experience with the LLC? 
Interview Question 2a: What have been some of the most enjoyable and/or successful 
experiences you have had during your work with the LLC? 
Interview Question 2b: What have been some of the challenges you have experienced during 
your work with the LLC? 
Interview Question 2c: Can you describe a particular student or group of students and how they 
have shaped your work in the LLC? 
Interview Question 2d: If you could change anything about the LLC program at UNF (either 
yours specifically or the overall program), what would it be, and why? 
 
Research Question 3: How do you perceive your LLC partnerships? 
Interview Question 3a: What are the names and positions of the other members of your LLC 
Advisory Council?   
Interview Question 3b: How would you describe the contributions your LLC partners provide to 
your LLC program in particular? 
Interview Question 3c: What resources would you need in order to be successful? 
 
Research Question 4: How do you perceive the student experience in your LLC? 
Interview Question 4a: What do you think students learn as a result of living in your LLC? 
Interview Question 4b: How often do students reach out to you or other members of your 
advisory council outside of required times (e.g., the LLC seminar, required co-curricular 
experiences) 
Interview Question 4c: How do you think students would describe their favorite LLC 
experiences? 










University of North Florida 
Informed Consent to Participate in Research 
Study title: Diverse Perspectives on the Living-Learning Community Experience at the University of 
North Florida 
 
Researcher[s]: Amy Lorenz, M.S., Associate Director of Housing and Residence Life 
We’re inviting you to participate in an interview for research. This interview is completely voluntary. 
There are no negative consequences if you don’t want to take it. If you start the interview, you can 
always change your mind and stop at any time. 
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of the study is to understand your perspectives on your experience living in a living-learning 
community at the University of North Florida. 
 
What will I do? 
This interview will ask you questions about the goals, structure, and experiences offered in living-
learning communities. It includes questions about your demographic background.  The interview will 
take about 15 minutes. 
 
Risks Some questions may be personal or upsetting. You can skip them or quit the interview at any time. 
• There are no known risks for participating in this study. 
• All data is deidentified; your answers are confidential.  
 
Possible benefits: The results of the study will help us to understand your experience in the living-
learning communities at the University of North Florida and how to make improvements to the 
program. 
 
Estimated number of participants: This interview is being conducted with faculty and staff who served 
as living-learning community campus partners between fall 2015 and spring 2019.  
 




Future research: De-identified data (all identifying information removed) may be shared with other 
researchers.  
 
Confidentiality and Data Security 
We are utilizing a list of past faculty and staff living-learning community partners serving living-learning 
communities at the University of North Florida from Fall 2015-Spring 2019.  This list was compiled from 
data in the Department of Housing and Residence Life.  This information was necessary to compile in 
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order to send the interview only to past living-learning community partners.  Your personal information 
is not linked to your interview responses.  
 
Where will data be stored? Data will be stored on the server for the online interview software 
(Qualtrics).  
 
How long will it be kept? Data will be stored for the duration of the project and as long as indicated by 
the UNF IRB. 
 
Who can see my data? 
• The researcher will have access to the data so that I can analyze the data and conduct the study.  
• Agencies that enforce legal and ethical guidelines, such as  
o The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at UNF 
o The Office of Research and Sponsored Programs at UNF 
o The Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) 
• We may share our findings in publications or presentations. If we do, the results will be 
aggregate data.  As noted, the interview will not be linked to your personal information. 
 
 
Questions about the research, complaints, or problems: Contact Amy Lorenz, (904)620-4672, 
amy.lorenz@unf.edu.    
 
Questions about your rights as a research participant, complaints, or problems: Contact the UNF IRB 
(Institutional Review Board) at (904)620-2498, irb@unf.edu.    
 
Please print or save this screen if you want to be able to access the information later. 
IRB #: 1571077-1 
IRB Approval Date: 4-6-2020 
 
Agreement to Participate 
Your participation is completely voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time. 
To take this interview, you must be: 
• At least 18 years old 
• A past faculty or staff living-learning community partner in a University of North Florida living-
learning community 
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